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A FEW DAYS AGO one of the county court judges 
ordered a case to be adjourned, and appended to his order 
the addition that notice should be sent to the party inte- 
rested by post-card instead of on the usual printed form, 
s0as to save half the postage. One of the officers of thecourt 
pointed out that as the postages of the court are paid out of 
the Consolidated Fund by the Treasury, nothing would be 
saved to the parties, though the Consolidated Fund would 
save a@ halfpenny at the expense of the Post-Office. 
Everyone agrees that to send on post-card any communi- 
cation which, from ite nature, the receiver would prefer 
keeping to himself, is an improper, as being a rude and 
unmannerly proceeding. In a country place, for in- 
stance, in which the village shop is the post-office, what 
an unpleasant amount of gossip-breeding publicity the 
post-card service might give rise to. It may be said that 
litigation is a public matter already, because the courts 
are open to the public and cases are reported by the press; 
but the fact that trials and hearings are, as they should 
be, conducted in public, is no reason why the litigants 
should be annoyed by having the preliminary particulars 
of their litigation fluttered about in an open missive. 
To publish pleadings in a case adhuc sub judice has been 
held a contempt of Court. 

It seems that a good many registrars have been for- 
warding county court process to each other by book-post. 
The Treasury, however, have just ordered regietrars to 
send all documents in closed envelopes. 





THE Norwicn ELECTION PETITION has resulted in 
the unseating of Mr. Tillett; but, in consequence of the 
claim to the seat for Mr. Huddleston having been aban- 
doned, few new legal points of interest have arisen upon 
the trial. We have several times noticed the legal diffi- 
culties in the way of establishing the claim to the seat, 
and probably these were sufficient to account for its 
abandonment. 

Mr. Tillett has been unseated by reason of his being 
held liable for the acts of a person who was clearly 
agent for Sir William Russell, and who, therefore, upon 
the coalition of the two candidates, became also Mr. 
Tillett’s agent. The doctrine that upon a coalition the 
agent of one candidate became the agent of the other is 
not a newone. It was laid down in several cases by the 
judges who tried the petitions arising out of the last 
general election, although we believe they never had 
occasion to act on the doctrine by unseating the member. 
The difficulty, such as it was in the Norwich case, was 
not in ariving at the conclusion that Ray was Tillett’s 
agent, so much asin seeing whether the corrupt act was 
one done as agent. If Ray had, in contravention of his 
duty to his joint employers, bribed a voter expressly 
to vote for one only and not to vote for the other, 
probably it would be held that this affected the seat 
of one candidate only, It is clear, however, that the 
onus of proving that this was so lay on Mr. Tillett. 
It being olear that Ray was his agent in point of law, 





and employed to get votes for him, and clear also that 
Ray was guilty of a corrupt act, in giving money for a 
vote, the money must be presumed to be given for the vote 
in favour of Tillett, as well as in favour of Russell. We 
think Mr. Justice Keating had no alternative but to 
decide as he did. 





WE NOTICED A SHORT TIME AGO the Nisi Prias case of 
Johnson v. Sparrow, in which the defendant, a solicitor, 
was cast in heavy damages for having, as the jury found, 
maliciously, and without reasonable and probable cause, 
caused the plaintiff to be adjudicated bankrupt. The 
case appears to engross a considerable amount of atten- 
tion; but in recurring to the topic it is not our intention 
to criticise the verdict. We concern ourselves only with 
a point of dry law. In order to support the action it was 
necessary to establish that the proceedings ia the other 
court had terminated in favour of the_ plaintiff, which 
had been settled by the decision of Lord Justice James 
(18 W. R. 1097). (We presume henceforth that the 
reader is acquainted with the facts of the case.) Now 
the Registrar appears to have simply copied the form 
of order given among those which were made in pur- 
suance of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. The order 
made was that Johnston should within seven days from 
the service of the order enter into a bond, with two 
sureties to be approved by the Court, to pay any 
sum that should be recovered against him in any pro- 
ceedings that should be taken for the purpose of recover- 
ing the sum demanded, together with the costs of such 
proceedings. And it was further ordered that all pro- 
ceedings on the summons should be stayed until the Court 
in which the proceedings were taken should have come 
to a decision thereon. The Registrar did not give notice, 
as he should have done, of the time and place when the 
bond was to be executed. The names of certain 
sureties were sent in but they were objected to, and 
in the end the bond was not executed within 
the time prescribed by the order. A petition for adjudi- 
cation was at once filed, on the ground that this was 
an act of bankruptcy (Johnston having failed to “ secure 
his debt”). An adjadication was upheld by the Chief 
Judge, but annulled by the Lord Justice. The ground 
of the Lord Justice’s decision was simply this—the order 
was an unconditional stay of all proceedings under the 
baukruptcy; no application was ever made to discharge 
it, it is therefore still in full force. The adjudication is 
therefore void, and must be annulled. The whole ques- 
tion turns on this. Was the order to stay proceedings 
a substantive unconditional order, independent of the 
due execution of the bond, or was the due execution of 
the bond a condition precedent to the validity of the 
order staying proceedings? It seems to us that 
the latter is the probable meaning of the words, If 
the order does not carry out the meaning of the 
Act, it is simply wltra vires. Now,- what does 
the Act say? (section 9) “The Court, upon such 
security (if any) being given as the Court may require for 
payment to the petitioner of, &c. (debt, if established, and 
costs) may stay all proceedings on the petition for such 
time as may be required for trial of the question relat- 
ing to such debt. Surely if the bond be not executed or 
the security given, the Court has no power under this 
section to stay proceedings. Its power is only in those 
cases where the debtor performs the necessary condition 
of giving the security req uired. 

. % 


WHEN THE RULES under the Bankruptey Act, 1869, 
were first issued, and so the written law of bankruptoy 
completed, we pointed out that the question must soon 
arise under the new Act, which gave so much trouble 
under the old—whether any Courts could inquire into 
the fairness and reasonableness of a composition ac- 
cepted by the requisite majority of the creditors of a 
debtor ; and that the question when raised would be one 
of great difficulty (14 S.J, 249), We gather from some 
correspondence which has appeared in the columns of the 
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Economist, with reference to a recent case before one of 
the registrars, that this question is beginning to attract 
the attention of the mercantile classes, and we do not 
wonder at it. 

In the particular case in question, a creditor seems to 
have objected to the registration of a resolution for a 
composition, on the simple ground of the inadequacy of 
the proposed composition in point of amount, and the 
registrar to have refused to entertain the question. In 
this he was no doubt right. To allow one man, or any 
number of men, to compel another to accept ten shillings 
when twenty are due to him, may or may not be just or 
wise. But, at any rate, the Legislature has delibe- 
rately sanctioned, and it is the plain intention of 
the Act, that the creditors—that is to say, the 
statutory majority—shall be the persons to judge 
whether it is desirable to accept any composition arrange- 
ment which may be proposed. But a creditor might 
wish to object to a resolution on grounds of a very 
different kind. Take the case of a man who is indebted 
both jointly and severally, the great majority of his 
creditors being joint creditors—a very likely state of facts 
in the case of a debtor carrying on any business in 
partnership. Suppose further that under the circum- 
stances both classes of creditors would have fared about 
equally, but that at the meeting a majority, consisting 
entirely of joint creditors, resolves that they (the joint 
creditors) shall have a composition of ten shillings 
in the pound, and the separate creditors only 
five, a course which by the strict words of rule 28 
is open to them. It is impossible to conceive that 
the Act of 1869 can be read in so different 
a spirit from that of 1861 as to hold such a resolution 
binding upon a separate creditor who objects to it. But 
what modes are open to him of taking the objection ? 
The registrar before registering the resolution for a 
composition is to inquire whether it “has been passed 
in manner referred to by this section” (126), and may 
hear any creditor in opposition. Does this mean that 
the registrar is merely to inquire into the formal re- 
quisitee—the due convening of the meeting, the sufficiency 
of the assents, and the like—or may he examine the sub- 
stance of the arrangement? If the latter view be the 
true one, the mode in which the business of the Court 
is at present transacted makes this provision very 
unsatisfactory. By rule 295 a creditor may appeal from 
the registrar’s decision to register the resolution ; and as 
this power of the registrar is not a delegated function, 
the appeal, we presume, was meant to be to the Chief 
Judge. If, therefore, as the Act intended, we had a 
Chief Judge in fact as well as in name, it would have 
been possible to obtain a decision on the matter from a 
duly qualified judge by an easy and inexpensive process. 
But in reality there is no Chief Judge; the eminent 
gentleman who bears that title having abdicated the 
throne in favour of a provisional government of metro- 
politan registrars, and the case is altogether changed. 

But is there any other mode open to a creditor of ob- 
jecting to aresolution on the ground of its unfairness, or 
a particular class of creditors on any like ground ? Sec. 
tion 127 of the Act says that the registration of a reso- 
Iution shall, in the absence of fraud, be conclusive evi- 
dence that the resolution was duly passed and all the 
regulations of the Act complied with. Here, again, do 
these words apply only to the formal requisites specified 
in the Act, or do they apply to the substance of the 
arrangement itself ? If in the case we have put a sepa- 
rate creditor brought an action for his debt and the com- 
position resolution were pleaded, could the creditor ob- 
ject to it in acourt of law as unequal and unjust to the 
separate creditors ? Or, if application were made to the 
Court of Bankruptcy, to stay his action, could he raise 
the same objection there ? 

We do not venture to express any positive opinion upon 
these points. We indicate them to show that there are 
many bard nuts yet to be cracked with respect to these 
composition arrangements, 





THE CASE oF“ MeaDE Minors,” which has been 
occupying so large a portion of the attention of the 
legal world in Dublin, has not, in the event, justified the 
expression of indignation and alarm expended upon it, 
The case may be stated in a few words, and is an apt 
illustration at once of a very well settled rule of the 
Court of Chancery, and of one of the principal difficulties 
in its practical application. 

Mr. Meade, a Protestant gentleman, married a Roman 
Catholic lady, by whom he had two daughters. It ap- 
pears that these little girls received their religicus in. 
struction from their mother during Mrs, Meade’s life, 
and that upon her death they were taken charge 
of by her sister, Miss Ronayne, and were being brought. 
up by her as Roman Catholics. This took place certainly 
with Mr. Meade’s sanction, and not improbably, though 
the point is left somewhat doubtful, in pursuance of a 
promise which he is alleged to have given to his late wife 
that he would allow her daughters to be educated in 
hercreed. A few months since, however, Mr.. Meade 
contracted a second marriage, and to his new wife, a 
Protestant lady, he has now committed the charge of 
his daughters, the eldest of whom is about ten years old. 
It may be taken for granted that this lady will 
educate the children as Protestants, and that they will 
therefore have to unlearn a great part of the teaching 
they have received from their aunt. To prevent this 
Miss Ronayne applied to the Court of Chancery by a 
petition praying in effect for the custody of the chil- 
dren, or an injunction to compel their father to 
have them brought up in the Roman Catholic: faith. 
This application Lord O’Hagan, after a personal inter- 
view with the children, and after taking time to con- 
sider, has refused, without costs. Of the propriety of 
this decision we have not the smallest doubt, and we 
never shared in the apprehension so loudly expressed by 
some of the public journals that the Lord Chancellor 
would suffer his religious sympathies to affect his 
judicial disoretion. He might, indeed, have decided the 
case at once on the short ground that, the children having 
no property, the Court would not exercise any jurisdiction 
over their persons or education. This is expressly laid 
down in Wellesley v. Beaufort (2 R. 20), and although 
Lord Eldon, in the same breath, asserts the ewistence of 
the jurisdiction irrespective of property, the case appears 
to be very anaJogous to that of the jurisdiction of the 
Court to stay applications to Parliament, often asserted, 
but which has never been exercised, and of which it has 
over and over again been said that it is almost impossible 
tw imagine acase in which it ought to be exercised. The 
cases of Danson v. Jay (2D. M. & G. 74), however, in which 
all the infants’ property was real estate in America, and Re 
Alicia Race (1H. & M. 420n), in which the whole property 
of the infant consisted of asum of £21 6s. Consols, which 
had been paid into court by a stranger expressly to found 
jurisdiction, show that the substantiality of the property 
is by no means essential. Indeed, on the authority of the 
case last cited, we should have thought this objection 
quite sufficiently met if Miss Ronayne had procured the 
undertaking of two or three substantial persons to main- 
tain and educate the children during their minority. 
It does not, however, appear that anything of the kind 
was offered, for we fully concur with the Lord Chancel- 
lor that Miss Ronayne's personal undertaking was in- 
sufficient, and it is abundantly clear that the Court has 
no jurisdiction to compel a father to maintain children 
of whose custody he is deprived. This was expressly ac- 
knowledged in the case of Re Browne (2 Ir. Ch, 160). 
Lord O'Hagan, however, did not choose to adopt this 
course, though it is evident from his judgment that he 
did not overlook it. 

Having once determined to entertain the case, the 
principle upon which the Court acts ig unquestionable. 
The interest of the infant is the sole aim of the Court, 
and, except so far as the interest of the infant impera- 
tively demands it, the Court will not interfere against 
parental authority, Where the father is leading a life of 
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grossly bad character ( Wellesley v. Beaufort, 2 R. 1), or has 
been guilty of flagrant criminality (Anon., 2 Sim. N.S. 54), 
or ha; conducted himself with cruelty towards his wife, 
whose infant is of tender years (Thomas v. Roberts, 3 
De G. & Sm. 758), or towards the children (Furley v. 
Hyder, V.O.W., 1864, not reported), the Court will not 
hesitate to remove them from his custody; but we are not 
aware of any case, unless that of Shelley v. Westbrook 
(Jac. 266 n.) can be treated as such, in which the nataral 
control of a father over his children has been interfered 
with on the ground solely of his religious opinions, 
Even in that case the Court relied on what it described 
as “immorality ” in the father’s conduct, but this im- 
morality consisted merely in an illicit connection formed 
by the father after the mother's death, and it is clear 
that this circumstance would not now be per se sufficient 
ground for depriving a father of the custody of his 
children: see Ball v. Ball (2 Sim. 35). This ease is, 
however, generally looked upon as an instance of persecu- 
tion on account of the well-known peculiar religious 
views of Shelley, and would not, we think, now be fol- 
lowed. 

None of the cases where the Court has interfered 
with the action of guardians with respect to the 
religious training of infants seem to us to touch 
the point; the nearest is that of Stourton v. Stour- 
ton (5 W. R. 418, 8 D. M. G. 768), where the Lords 
Justices directed a child of nine years old, who had 
acquired, they said, strong religious opinions in opposition 
tothose of his father, to be brought up in conformity with 
his own opinions rather than his paternal faith. But in 
addition to the fact that there is a material distinction 
between the respect due to the memory of a deceased 
father and the rights of a living one, the authority of 
that case is much shaken by the subsequent one of 
Davis vy. Davis (10 W. R. 245), where Lord Hatherley 
enforced the presumed wishes of a deceased father 
against what he himself described as “ strong religious 
impressions ” on the part of a child twelve years old. 

The Lord Chancellor expressed himself satisfied that 
Mr. Meade had in this-case bound himself to permit his 
children to be brought up as Roman Catholics, but he 
very properly disregarded that consideration, except on the 
question of costs. The caseof Kennedy v. May (11 W.R. 
351), shows that a father cannot, even by express written 
agreement for valuable consideration, validly deprive 
himself of the custody of his children or depute their 
maintenance and education irrevocably to another. The 
only ground on which the petitioner could properly rely in 
this case was that where a father had voluntarily per- 
mitted his children to be brought up in a particular 
teligion, he ought not afterwards to imperil.their whole 
moral and religious character by afterwards in- 
culoating principles directly antagonistic. This is 
unquestionably true when the principles first taught 
have become so rooted that they cannot be interfered 
with without a shock to the whole religious nature of the 
child ; but we should have thought it sufficiently clear, 
simply from the age of the children in this case, that no 
such deeply-rooted convictions could be supposed 
toexist. The cases in which very young children have 
been examined as to their religious feelings are all cases 
of children whose father was dead ; and even there, as 
we have seen, the,wish, or presumed wish, of the dead 
father will be permitted to override even “ strong reli- 
gious impressions” on the part of the child. We think, 
therefore, that Lord O’Hagan might well have disposed 
of this case at once, without any personal examination of 
the children; and it is clear from his judgment that had 
he done so he would have been spared a very painful 
scene, 





_ 4 Mr. ©, W. Hankin writes to the Daily News to 
invite subscriptions towards the defence of an action 
Which, he states, is about to be commenced against him 
by the Society of Lincoln’s-inn, for arrears of annual pay- 
ments, He says that, “ Ten, or it may be fifteen, years 











ago,” he entered himself at Lincoln’s-inn. Circumstances 
occurring to prevent him from prosecuting his legal 
studies, and not liking to continue paying the annual 
charge for absent commons and chapel fees, amounting 
in all to £6 7s. 4d., he asked to have his name removed 
from the books, but was told that he must first pay the 
customary fine. To this he objected, and wrote a letter 
to the Daily News (this was in October, 1868), styling the 
annual charge, “a most iniquitous piece of legalised ex- 
tortion, enforced by means quite as regardless of justice 
as rattening,” and denominating the fine a proceeding 
“only inferior in cruelty, and defiance sf common sense, 
to Mr. Broadhead’s fagon de faire!” Stimulated by an 
article in the Daily News, in his favour, “together with 
letters from several distinguished persons to the same 
effect,” this gentleman next wrote to the Inn répudiating 
all further liability. He now desires, in his own words — 

‘*To ask persops in the same unfortunate position as 
myself to aid me in standing the expense of the unjust pro- 
secution in which I am about to be involved; of which, 
whatever may be its issue as regards myself (and I do not 
flatter myself with the faintest hope of success in contesting 
a claim made by and conducted by lawyers, with lawyers 
for judges, against a layman, by a powerful and wealthy 
corporation against a private individual), I yet believe the 
effect will be to bring about such a reform as shall save 
others from being subjected. to the like vexation and ex- 
tortion.” 

The Inns of Court, as seminaries of legal education, 
are capable of considerable improvement. We ourselves 
have found in times past something to say on the mat- 
ter. But it is not this style of complaint which is 
likely to do anything—except, indeed, to draw contempt 
on all objections to the present state of things. So far 
as regards this money question, the Lincoln’s-inn charges 
are, we believe, higher than those of the other Societies. 
Up to last year the annual payments for students 
amounted to £6 7s. 4d, in all, for which, however, the 
student could, without further charges, dine fourteen 
days in each term; and the society could not be expected 
to adjust its charges for the benefit of students who are 
such in name only. This annual payment is now reduced 
to £4 19s., which entitles the student to six dinners in 
each term. As to the fine on leaving the society, up to 
1857 this charge comprised several items, varying 
according to circumstances, the maximum of the whole 
being £11 13s. 8d. In 1857 these were commuted for 
a fixed payment of £10 to the Library Fund. This was 
reduced in 1868 to £5, and again last year to £3 3:3. 
Now, it is not necessary for us to enter on the question 
whether or no these charges might be lessened; it ap- 
pears that the original charges Aare been reduced, bat it 
is obvious that, taking them as they originally stood, 
there is nothing so exorbitant as to warrant our consi- 
dering them an especial hardship—considering, too, that 
everyone who has rendered himself liable to them 
by entering the society, knew, or might have known if 
he chose, what were the obligations which he was under- 
taking. Mr. Hankin, by the way, whose letter is by no 
means clear, appears decidedly to overrate the amount 
of the charges. There are so many really hard cases in 
the law, and so many things needing remedy in connec- 
tion with legal education, that silly and ill-mannered 
publications like this are very much to be regretted. 





AN IMPORTANT QUESTION was raised yesterday before 
the Lords Justices, in a case of Middleton v. Chichester, 
as to the construction of the 4th section of the Debtors’ 
Aot, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62). That section enacts— 
“With the exceptions hereinafter mentioned no person 
shall, after the commencement of this Aot, be arrested 
or imprisoned for making default in payment of a sum 
of money.” One of these exceptions is—‘ Default 
by a trustee or person acting in a fiduciary capa- 
city, and crdered to pay by a Court of equity any eum 
in his poasession or control.” Vice-Chancellor Stuart 
having ordered an attachment to issue against a trustee 
who had failed to pay a sum which he had been, by the 
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decree of the Court, ordered to pay in respect of a breach 
of trust which he had committed, the trustee appealed. 
It was argued that the third exception did not apply to 
the case, as the trust money could not be said to be in the 
possession or control of the defendant at the time when 
the order was made, he being then insolvent. Their 
Lordships thought the question one of considerable diffi- 
culty and of great importance, and expressed their wish 
to have the assistance of the Lord Chancellor in determin- 
ing it. The case stood over for the purpose of asking his 
Lordship to assent to this course. 





DIRECTORS’ QUALIFICATION. 


Where a qualification is required for the office of direc- 
tor, it might be supposed, as Mr. Lindley observes (on 
Partnership, p. 1338), that a person who accepted the 
office of director would be estopped from denying that he 
held the requisite qualification. The Marquis of Aber- 
corn’s case (10 W. R. 548, 4 D. F. J. 78), however, shows 
that this supposition is not universally true. Where the 
Act of Parliament incorporating the company, the deed 
of settlement, or the articles of association, as the case 
may be, provides that no person shall be capable of being 
a director unless he be possessed of a specified interest in 
the capital stock of the company, it is not easy to see 
how a person who has consented to act as director can 
be heard to say that he is not possessed of the qualifica- 
tion in the event of the failure of the company, which 
he could, without dispute, have required to be allotted to 
him in the event of its success; or that, after giving his 
name to the public as a director, he is not liable to be 
regarded as the holder of the stock, which persons deal- 
ing with the company, and, therefore, having notice of 
its rules and regulations (Ernest v. Nicholls, 6 H. of L. 
Cas. 401), have a right to infer that he possessed. Upon 


this principle Vice-Chancellor Bacon, in Kincaid’s case 
(19 W. R. 122), heid that it was impossible for the Court 


to say that a person who had been constituted a director 
by the Act incorporating the company had less than the 
number of shares prescribed by the Legislature for the 
qualification of a director. The Act in Kincaid’s case 
provided that no person should be capable of being a 
director who did not hold twenty-five shares. Mr. Kincaid 
was so far a director that his name appeared in the Act 
as such by reason of his signature having been appended 
to the printed copy of the bill, in accordance with the 
standing order of the House of Commons, He had never 
acted as a director, nor applied for any shares, nor had 
any shares been allotted to him; but he was named in 
the Act as one of the first directors of the company, 
and on this ground it was held that he was liable as a 
contributory for the shares which ought to have been 
allotted to him a3 a director. ‘The case stands by itself 
anil is not covered by authority, but on principle it ap- 
pears to have been correctly decided, assuming Mr. 
Kincaid to have subscribed his name to the printed copy 
of the bill. On the above assumption, to have decided 
that Mr. Kincaid was not liable would have been to de- 
cide that a person who appends his signature to a docu- 
ment is not affected by notice of the contents. 

The Marquis of Abercorn’s case was shortly as follows: 
—The Marquis assented to be appointed a director of the 
subsequently notorious National Assurance and Invest- 
ment Association, the deed of settlement of which pro- 
vided that no person should be a director who did not 
hold £100 capital stock. The Marquis contented him- 
self with lending his name for fourteen months, when 
he retired ; and on the association being wound up it 
appeared, by an entry in the minute-book of the board, 
that £500 capital stock had been allotted to him and a 
fictitious loan entered by way of payment, in addition 
to which a sum of £105 stock was standing in his name, 
‘which represented the fees to which he had become en- 
titied while a director. The Master of the Rolls (10 W. 
R. 451), notwithstanding the Marquis had no knowledge 
of the provisions of the deed of settlement as to the quali- 





fication, and was ignorant that the stock had been allotted’ 
to him, or that he was entitled to any fees, held that he 
must be placed on the list of contributories, upon the 
groand of constructive notice, being of opinion that his: 
assenting to be a director put him on inquiring as to the 
liabilities of the office, and barred his plea of ignorance, 
The Lords Justices (Sir J. L. Knight-Bruce and Sir G, 
Turner) reversed the above decision (10 W. R. 548, 4D. 
F. J. 78), on the ground that by accepting the office of 
director the Marquis had not come under an obligation 
to take the stock requisite to qualify him for the office, 
in the absence of direct notice that any stock was necessary 
for the qualification. Therefore, so far as this case is an 
authority, it appears that the consent of a person to act 
as director does not necessarily amount to an agreement 
to take the stock required for a qualification, notwith- 
standing his name is published and the creditors have 
a right to infer that he possesses the qualification (Clements: 
v. Bowes, 1 Dr. 684). The case was compromised before 
the appeal to the House of Lords came on for hearing 
(see Chapman’s case, L. R. 2 Eq. 569), and it is useless to 
speculate whether, if the appeal had been heard, the 
House of Lords would have affirmed the decision of the 
Lords Justices, or have considered, as the Master of the 
Rolls thought, that where a man allows his name to be: 
used as a director. he is estopped from disputing his 
liability. The strong point in favour of the Marquis 
was, that he never applied for the shares, and there was 
no proof that he either acted or intended to act asa 
director. In fact his name was all that was required. 
But he held himself out to the public as a director; and 
that alone might have justified the Court in applying the 
doctrine of constructive notice as to the qualification. 
The doctrine of Henderson v. Royal British Bank (5 W. 
R. 286, 7 E. & B. 356), that he who has held himself out 
to the world as a shareholder cannot after the winding- 
up get rid of his liability as such to the creditors of the: 
company, who have given credit to it on the faith that he 
was a shareholder, had not, when Lord Abercorn’s case was 
decided. received the prominence which has been given to 
it in subsequent cases of joint stock misrepresentation. 
Even if ordinary shareholders who have not seen the arti- 
cles of association are not held to have constructive notice 
of their contents except where the articles are referred to: 
in the memorandum of association; yet an officer: 
whose business it is to superintend the company’s affairs 
may be reasonably assumed to have notice of its consti 
tution. Whenever the Courts may take this distinction 
the decision in Lord Abercorn’s case will become of very 
little value. 7 

On the other hand, a person who has applied for 
shares, and has been advertised as a director, and 
has attended a meeting of the board in that capacity, 
will be placed on the list of contributories in respect of 
such shares, if registered in his name, although no formal 
letter of allotment was ever sent to him, and he was not 
aware that his name had been placed on the register 
(Levita’s case, 16 W. R. 95, L, R. 3 Ch. 36). The chief 
distinction between this case and the Marquis of Aber- 
corn’s case (sup.) lies in the personal application for 
shares, which was wanting in the Marquis of Abercorn’s 
case. And where the directors of a limited company 
subscribed the memorandum of association for twenty- 
one shares each—having ata preliminary meeting agreed’ 
among themselves to hold 100 shares each and to execute 
the memorandum, and to act as directors—the Lords 
Justices, considering the case as in every respect dis- 
tinguishable from the Marquis of Abercorn's case, placet 
them on the list of contributories for the 100 shares each, 
the qualification they had determined for themselves 
(Ex parte Currie, 11 W. R. 675). In Chapman’s case 
(14 W. R, Oh. Dig. 25, L. R. 2 Bq. 567), where a director 
had signed the articles of association, which required, a9 
the qualification of a director, that he should hold twenty- 
five shares, and had applied for that number of shares 
and had attended several meetings of the board ; but 
sent in his resignation before the allotment.took place, 
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and the directors afterwards refused to allot the shares 
to him, and returned his deposit, the Master of the 
Rolis removed his name from the list, except as to one 
share for which he had signed the memorandum ; ob- 
serving that, if the shares had been allotted to the appli- 
cant, even if he had repudiated them, the Court would 
have held him bound. In Stock’s case (12 W. R. 995), 
where the articles of association provided that certain 
persons, including Mr. Stock, should be the first directors, 
and that no person should be eligible as a director unless 
he held in his own right fifty shares, the Lords Justices 
placed Mr. Stock on the list of contributories in respect 
of twenty-five shares only, for which he had signed the 
memorandum, upon the ground that the word “ eligible ” 
applied to persons to be elected, and not to the first 
directors. In Tothill’s case (14 W. R, 153, L. R. 1 Ch. 
85), in the same matter, the ratio ecidendi must have 
been the same, that the qualification only applied to per- 
sons to be elected directors, otherwise it is difficult to see 
how Mr, Tothill, who applied for fifty shares, though no 
allotment was made, could have escaped with his name 
being settled on the list for the twenty-five shares only 
for which he signed the memorandum of association. 

The case that, upon the whole, appears to come nearest 
to the Marquis of Abercorn’s case is Austin’s case (14 
W. R. 1010, L. R. 2 Ex, 435). Mr. Austin, it appeared, 
assented to become a director of a banking company 
provided he should be satisfied that a certain proportion 
of the capital had been subscribed, and that certain per- 
sons named in the prospectus would join the board. 
Pending this he attended a board meeting, and his name 
was published as a director, but a few days afterwards, 
on receiving a letter of allotment of the shares necessary 
to qualify him, he returned it, and declined to act asa 
director, as he was not satisfied upon the points stipu- 
lated for by him. The reply was that “his resignation ”’ 
was accepted, and he had nothing more to do with the 
company. Vice-Chancellor Wood considered the case a 
very doubtful one, but took it that the matter was not 
finally concluded, and removed the name from the list of 
contributories. He had, it will be seen, promptly repu- 
diated the transaction. aches on his part would have 
been fatal to his case. 

We should add that, according to the dictum in Stock’s 
case (sup.), where a qualification is required, such quali- 
fication cannot be obtained by means of paid-up shares. 
Shares may be paid for in money’s worth as well as in 
money; and where the former is the case, a contract to 
take shares may be satisfied by an allotment of fully 
paid-up shares (Drummond’s case, 18 W. R. 2, L. R. 4 Ch. 
772); but where persons become directors at the request 
of the promoter, who undertook to qualify them, and 
accordingly gave them each a cheque for the full amount 
of their shares, which they handed to the secretary in 
payment for their shares, and the cash part of the price 
agreed to be paid to the promoter for the purchase of his 
business was paid by the secretary handing back to the 
promoter his cheques, Vice-Chancellor Malins, regarding 
the transaction as a trick or fraud, put the directors on 
the list as contributories who had made no payment in 
respect of their shares (Re Disderi & Co., 19 W. R. 175). 

We have collected the principal cases bearing on this 
subject. Of the general truth of the proposition that 
a director cannot be heard to say that he does not hold 
the requisite qualification there can be no doubt. The 
exception to it in Zhe Marquis of Abereorn’s case arose 
chiefly from the disinclination of the Court of Appeal to 
apply the doctrine of constructive notice to fix a 
man as a shareholder by implication. The doc- 
trine of constructive notice is a dangerous doctrine, if 
carried too far ; yet, on the other hand, the rights of 
creditors ought to receive due consideration. In every 
other case there has been actual notice. 

Our notice of this subject would hardly be complete 
without a reference to Saunder’s case (12 W. R. 502), in 
which an officer of an insurance company, having been 
asked to join the board, the necessary shares were trans- 
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ferred to him by deed, but though he acted as directar 
he was never put on the register, and never was treated 
as the owner of the shares. The Court would not holt 
him to be a contributory, considering that he had been 
merely a trustee for the company. 


TRUSTEE RELIEF ACT—COSTS OF PETITIONS FOR 
PAYMENT OF INCOME TO TENANTS FOR LIFE. 


For some years after the passing of the Trustee Relief 
Act it was a disputed point whether the costs of a peti- 
tion for payment of the dividends of a fund in court to a 
tenant for life should be paid out of corpus or income. 
The cases may be found collected in any of the editions 
of Lewin on Trusts, from which it will appear that the 
costs were paid sometimes out of corpus and sometimes 
out of income, while occasionally the costs of the trustees 
were given out of corpus and those of the tenant for life 
out of income. The necessity was felt of settling the 
practice on this point, and accordingly when the case of 
In re Marner’s Trusts occurred, early in the year 1866, 
Vice-Chancellor Kindersley, before whom it was heard, 
desired that it should stand over, until a General Order 
on the subject, which the Lord Chancellor contemplated 
making, should be issued. No such order was issued, 
but when the petition came on to be heard on November 
12, the Vice-Chancellor mentioned that at a meeting of 
some of the equity judges at the house of Lord Chancellor 
Cranworth a discussion took place on the subject, and the 
conclusion arrived at was, that the rule should be that 
the costs should be paid out of income. One of the 
judges present, he said, suggested, as a reason why the 
costs should be paid out of income, that if they were to 
be paid out of the corpus it would be necessary that 
every such petition should be served on all the persons 
interested in the corpus, a course which would cause 
great expense and inconvenience. That reason the Lord 
Chancellor considered decisive, and concurred in the con- 
clusion, notwithstanding a recent decision of his own to 
the contrary. In future, therefore, the Vice-Chanceilor 
said, the costs of petitions by tenants for life for payment 
of dividends will be paid out of income (Jn re Marner's 
Trusts, 15 W. R. 99, L. R. 8 Eq. 432). This decision, as 
reported, merely settled the question with respect to the 
costs of the petition generally, but without distinctly 
specifying what costs are included in that expression. 

It was subsequently held by Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
in the case of In re Gordon’s Trusts (16 W. R. Ch. Dig. 
26, L. R. 6 Bg. 335), that the expression did not include 
the costs of trustees appearing to consent. The only 
point in Jn re Marner’s Trusts, his Honour said, was as 
to the costs of the petition. That did not affect the pre- 
sent question. The payment into court was for the 
benefit of all parties, including the remaindermen, and 
he thought the trustee’s costs must be ordered to be paid 
out of corpus. <A different course, however, was taken 
by Vice-Chancellor James in Jn re Whitton’s Trusts (18 
W. R. Ch. Dig. 101, L. R. 8 Eq. 352), where his Honour 
laid down that “The trustee’s costs of paying the fund 
into court are incurred for the benefit of the estate, and 
are payable out of capital ; his costs of appearing on 
the petition are incurred for the benefit of the peti- 
titioner, and should be paid out of income.” These con- 
flicting authorities were brought before the Master of 
the Rolls during the last year in the case of Zn re Smith's 
Trusts (18 W. R. 513), when his Lordship said that he 
always acted in accordance with the decree in Jn re 
Whitton’s Trusts, and decided accordingly. Subse- 
quently to the above-mentioned cases of Jn re Whitton’s 
Trusts and In re Smith’s Trusts, the point again arose be- 
fore Vice-Chancellor Malins in Jn re Munton’s Trusts 
(April 22,1870), when his Honour, though thinking it hard 
that the costs of the trustees should fall on the tenant for 
life, since they appeared to protect the interests of the 
persons entitled in remainder, deferred to the authority 
of the cases cited, and directed all the costs to be paid 
out of income. 
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-In a still more recent case, however—viz., on the 16th 
of December, 1870—the point was again brought before 
Vice-Chancellor Malins in Re Wood’s Trusts (19: W. R. 
227), where his Honour allowed the trustee’s costs out of 
corpus, and on the following grounds. The payment of 
money into court \.as for the benefit of all interested, 
and the costs of it were always allowed out of corpus. 
But it was the payment into court that rendered it ne- 
cessary for the tenant for life to make an application. 
The application was therefore an essential part of what 
was done for the benefit of all interested. And it would 
be unreasonable that the tenant for life should have to 
pay for an essential part of those proceedings from which 
all reaped an advantage. This argument would, of 
course, have justified the allowance of the tenant for 
life’s costs out of corpus, as well as those of the trustee, 
but the latter only were given. 

It is certainly strange that the case of Zn re Marner’s 


Trusts should not have had the desired effect of settling | 
the law. We apprehend thatadecision on a point of | 
chancery practice, given under the circumstances which | 


there existed, is entitled to almost as much authority as 
a decision of the House of Lords. We have referred ac-- 
cordingly to the form of the order drawn up in that case, 
and append a copy of the material parts of it.. It will 
appear from a careful perusal of this order that the trus- 
tees’ costs of paying the fund into court were allowed 


were paid out of income. It agrees therefore with Za 
re Whitton’s Trusts and In re Smith’s Trusts; and the 
contrary decisions in Zn re Gordon’s Trusts and Re 
Wood’s Trusts must be considered as incorrect. 

While discussing this point reference ought to be made 
to the case of Scrivener v. Smith (18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 
100, L. R. 8 Eq. 310), which was a petition not under 


the Trustee Relief Act, but presented in an administra- | 


tion suit, asking for payment to a tenant for life of the 
dividends of a fund bequeathed to trustees upon trust to 
be invested in land. The petition was heard before 


Vice-Chancellor Malins, who allowed the costs of all | of the trust will not be admitted to clear up the difficulty.. 


| In Doe v. Hiscocks, the leading case on this subject, 
' there was a devise to John Hiscocks for life, remainder 


parties out of corpus. His Honour observed that if the 
fund had been invested in land, the tenant for life 
would simply have entered into possession without in- 
curring the expense of a petition, and he did not see why 
he should be in a worse position because the fund was 
in court. The fund remained there for the advantage 
of all persons interested, and it seemed to him that all 
persons should bear the costs of that petition. 


[The following is an extract from the order made in 
In re Marner’s Trusts. 

“This Court doth order that it be referred to the 
taxing master to tax the costs, cha~ges and expenses of the 
respondents, the trustees, R. E., T. T., and J. G., properly 
incurred in transferring the New £3 per Cent. Annuities 
hereinafter mentioned into court, and to tax the peti- 
tioner and the said respondents, the said trustees, and 
the said W. E. and W. S8.* their costs of and occasioned 
by this application as between solicitor and client; and 
it is ordered that so much of the £912 Is. 10d. New £3 
p-r Cent. Annuities on the credit of ‘In the matter of 
the trusts of the will of X. Y., deceased, dated 
the 18th of April, 1823,’ or any other like annuities re- 
maining on the like credit arising from the investment 
of dividends as will raise the respective sums of £19 1s, 
5d., £13 4s. 8d., and £15 1s. 2d., being the respective 
amounts of interest on the said New £3 per Cent. 
Annuities and invested,t and £20 88. 9d. deducted by 
the said trustees from interest, making together £67 11s., 
be sold, and out of the moneys to arise by the said sale 
it is ordered that the costs of the said truetees, R. E., T. 
T. and J. G. of appearing on this application, and of 
taxing the bill for the transfer and payment of the fund 





- * These were the assignees of a bankrupt named in the peti- 
ion. 

+ The word “ dividends” appears to: be-omitted after the word 
“invested.” 














into-court,* be paid to Mr. R. B. W., their solicitor, and 
the costs of the petitioners to. Mr. E. H. W., their solicitor,, 
and the costs of the said respondents, W. E. and W.§,, 
to-Mr,.J. H. L., their solicitor; and ia case it shall appear 
on the said taxation that the costs of transferring into 
court the said New £3 per Cent.. Annuities by the said 
trustees are less than the said sum of £20 3s. 9d. de- 
ducted by them from interest, then it is ordered that the 
said trustees do pay such excessf together with the sum of 
£13 2s. 6d., beinga dividend received by them subsequently 
to the transfer into court, to the petitioner, A. Z., and 
it is ordered that the interest from time to time to accrue 
on the residue of the said New £3 per Cent. Annuities, 
after the sale aforesaid during the life of the petitioner, 


| A. Z., be, until further order, and also the residue of the 


moneys to arise by the said sale, paid to the said 
petitioner, A. Z., or to her legal personal representative 
or representatives.” 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
MIsTAKE OF NAME—EVIDENCE OF INTENTION. 
Re Noble’s Trusts, M.R. (Ir.), 18 W. R. 881. 
For the pur, vae of construing’ written documents of 





: : a pstiencelad ture, extrinsic evidence is admissible 
out of capital, and their costs of appearing on the petition | bere es len ees Mees be 


explain latent ambiguities—z.c., ambiguities of fact not 
appearing on the face of the document under review;. 


| but it is a settled rule, with the exceptions to which we 


will presently refer, that declaration of intention by the: 


' author of the document will not be received in evidence: 
| (Doe v. Hiseocks, 5 M. & W. 363.) Thus where, as in 


Re Noble’s Trusts, while one part of the description 
answers to one person, the remainder may apply to an- 
other (Taylor on Evidence, § 863), extrinsic evidence of 
contemporaneous circumstances is admissible for the 
purpose of showing which of the two claimants was the 
person meant, but declarations of intention by the author: 


to “ John, the eldest son of the said John Hiscocks.” 
Here was a latent ambiguity. John Hiscocks, the 
tenant for life, was twice married, and by his first wife 
he had Simon, while John was the eldest son of the 
second marriage. The Court of Exchequer refused to 
receive parol declarations by the testator of his intention. 
Evidence of the surrounding circumstances is received, 
because the Court is then enabled to put itself, as near as 
may be, in the place of the testator at the date of the 
will, and thus ascertain, if practicable, what the testator 
meant (Doe v. Huthwaite. 3.B. & Ad. 632); but parol 
evidence of declaration of intention is rejected, because 
the duty of the Court is to discover, not what the author 
of the instrument may really have intended, in contra- 
distinction from what his words express, but simply, 
what is the meaning of the words he has used (Doe v. 
Gwillim, 5 B. & Ad. 129). So In Re Heltham's Trusts 
(1K. & J. 528, 3 W. R. Ch. Dig. 97), a case on all fours 
with Re Noble's Trusts, where a legacy was given to 
Thomas Turner, of Regency-square, Brighton, and was 
claimed by James Turner, of Regency-square, and 
Thomas Turner, of Little Preston, near Daventry, Vice- 
Chancellor Wood rejected evidence of the instructions 
given by the testator for his will, and of his parol de- 
clarations respecting the same, and decided in favour of 
James Turner, upon the extrinsic evidence adduced by 
him, consisting principally of a former will, in which the 
legacy was given to James Turner by the proper address. 


* This taxation was, we suppose, made at the instance of the- 
tenant for life, since the cost of it is made to fall upon her. 

+ This direction for payment ef any excess improperly re- 
tained by the trustees to the tenant for life, is probably an over- 
sight. As the whole £20 3s. 9d. is raised out of the corpus, the 


excess (if any) should be restored to.the corpus. The point, 


however, is not important. 
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The two cases where declarations of intention are re- 
ceivable in evidence are (1) where extrinsic evidence has 
shown that a description in the document is equally 
applicable to two or more persons or things, and (2) where 
it is desired to rebut an equity. As regards the first, 
Lord Abinger said, in Due v. Hiscocks (sup.), “ There 
is another mode of obtaining the intention of the testa- 
tor, which is by evidence of his declarations, of the 
instructions given for his will, and the like, which are 
not adduced for explaining the words or meaning of the 
will, but either to supply some deficiency, or remove some 
obscurity, or to give some effect to expressions that are 
unmeaning or ambiguous, Now, there is but one case ” 
(rebutting an equity was not then present to his Lord- 
ship’s mind) “in which it appears to us that this sort 
of evidence of intention can be properly admitted, and 
that is, where the meaning of the testator’s words is 
neither ambiguous nor obscure, and where the devise is on 
the face of it perfect and intelligible, but from some of the 
circumstances admitted in proof an ambiguity arises, as 
to which of the two or more things, or which 
of the two or more persons (each answering the words in 
the will) the testator intended to express. Thus, if a 
testator devise his manor of S. to A.B., and has two 
manors of North S, and South S., it being clear that he 
meant to devise one only, wherever both are equally 
denoted by the words he has used, in that case there is 
what Bacon calls ‘an equivocation;’ that is, the words 
equally apply to either manor, and evidence of previous 
intention may be received to solve this latent ambiguity; 
for the intention shows what he meant to do, and when 
you know that, you immediately perceive that he has 
done it by the general words he has used, which in their 
ordinary sense may properly bear that construction.” See 
Doe v. Needs (2M. & W. 129). 

Declarations of intention are also admitted, as well as 
extrinsic evidence, in order to rebut an equity; i.e., 
to repel any one of the presumptions which courts of 
equity raise under particular circumstances, as for in- 
stance, against double portions (Harl of Glengall v. 
Barnard, | Ke. 794), or of a resulting trust (Sidmouth v. 
Sidmouth, 2 Beav. 447) and in other instances which 
will occur to the reader. In all, save in these two cases, 
it is an invariable rule that declarations of the author of 
an instrument, whether contemporaneous or subsequent, 
not be received to explain what was his real inten- 

on. 





COMMON LAW. 


MEASURE OF DAMAGES—BREACH OF CoNTRACT—SALE 
oF LAND—EQUITABLE INTEREST. 


Bain and Others v. Fothergill and Others, 
Ex., 19 W. R. 134. 


On a breach of contract for the sale of land there is a 
somewhat anomalous exception to the ordinary rule re- 
specting the measure of damages. Usually on the breach 
of a contract the plaintiff is entitled (subject to certain 
restrictions) to such a sum of money as would put him 
in the same pecuniary position as if the contract had 
been duly performed. On the breach of a contract to 
sell land, however, if caused by a defect of. title, the 
plaintiff (the vendee), is only entitled to be put in the 
same pecuniary position as if the contract had never 
been made. That is, the plaintiff is not entitled to 
recover anything for the loss of his bargain as he 
could do in ordinary cases, but only to recover 
such sums as he may have actually spent in 
investigating the title, paying a deposit, &c., xc. The 
leading case which established this exception is Flureau 
Vv. Thornhill (2 Wm. Bl. 1978). The ground of the 
4ecision in Flureau v. Thornhill is that no landowner oan 
be sure that he has a good title to his land, and if, be- 
lieving that he has a good title, he contracts to sell the 
land, but is unable to complete the contract in conse- 
uence of some defect of title, he ought not to be liable 
for general damages, hutought to pay the vendee only the 





money which the vendee may have expended. This 
principle does not apply if the vendor is in default, as 
if he contracted to sell land to which he knew that he 
had then no title (Hopkins v. Grazebrooke, 6 B. & C. 31); 
or where he is able to complete but refuses to do so 
(Engell v. Fitch, 17 W. R. 894). The decision in Bain 
v. Fothergill will cause some doubt as to the way in 
which the principle of Flureau v. Thornhil! and of Hop- 
kins v. Grazebrooke respectively will be applied. In 
Bain v. Fothergill the defendants contracted with the 
equitable owners of a lease for the assignment to them 
of such equitable interest, which was created by. au 
agreement for a lease for twenty-one years. Under 
the agreement it was necessary to obtain the lessor’s 
consent before the assignment to the defendants. The de- 
fendants subsequently agreed to assign their interest to the 
plaintiffs. The defendants had not then obtained theconsent 
of the lessors, either for the assignment to themselves or for 
the assignment to the plaintiffs, and the defendants then 
knew that such consents were necessary to enable them 
to complete their contract. The defendants were unable 
tocomplete by reason of the refusal of the lessors to give 
these consents. It was held that the case fell within the 
principle of Flureau v. Thornhill, and that the plaintiffs 
were not entitled to recover for loss of bargain, There 
is much difficulty in reconciling this judgment with the 
principle of Hopkins v. Grazebrooke, and other similar 
decisions. The defendants here appear plainly to have 
been in default themselves. They did not contract to 
sell an interest to which they believed themselves to be 
then entitled; but, on the contrary, they contracted to 
sell an interest to which they knew they were not then 
entitled, and to which they could not beentitled unless the 
lessors’ consent was given, and the lessors were clearly at 
liberty to giveor to withhold such consent. The cause, there- 
fore, of the breach of contract by the defendants was not so 
much a defect of title, but an absence of any title. And 
this absence of title was known to the defendants when 
they contracted. We venture to think that on these facts 
the plaintiffs were entitled to damages for the loss of 
their bargain, and that the decision in Sain v. Lother- 
gill is contrary to the authority of many cases, the latest 
of which (Zngell v. Fitch) is ajudgment of the Ex- 
chequer Chamber. We believe that Bain v. Fothergilt 
is likely to be brought before the Exchequer Chamber. 


RAILWAY COMPANY—PASSENGER’S LUGGAGE. 


Great Western Railway Company, Appellants; Tally, Re- 
spondent, C.P., 19 W. R. 154. 

The point actually decided in this case turned on special 
facts, but two questions of general importance are noticed 
in the considered judgment of the Court. The plaintiff 
was a passenger by the defendants’ (the appellants) rail- 
way, and took his portmanteau into the carriage with him. 
The portmanteau was lost by the plaintiff’s negligence, 
and the defendants were held not to be liable. The 
judgment notices the question “ whether the liability in 
respect of passengers’ luggage is as stringent as that in 
respect of the ordinary carriage of goods, and whether 
there be any larger obligation in respect of goods carried 
with passengers than in respect of the passengers them- 
selves, to whom they are accessory.”” This question has 
long been a matter of doubt on the authorities, and no 
opinion is expressed upon it in the judgment, which, 
however, refers to the decisions bearing on the point. 
The wording of the sentence we have quoted seems to 
favour the view that railway companies are not under a 
greater liability in respect to passengers’ luggage than 
they are under with respect to the passengers themselves. 
If the luggage be regarded as merely “‘ accessory " to the 
passengers, the point seems to be settled. The obliga- 
tions undertaken in carrying the accessory cannot be 
greater than those undertaken in carrying the principal. 
Leaving this question, the judgment goes on, “ What- 
ever may be the correct solution of this question, it is 
obvious at least that with respect to articles that are not 
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put in the usual luggage-van, and of which the entire 
control is not given to the carriers, but which are 
placed in the carriage’in which the passenger travels 
» . . the amount of care and diligence reasonably 
necessary for their safe conveyance is in fact considerably 
modified. To such a state of things the rule 
which binds common carriers absolutely to insure the 
safe delivery of goods has never, that we are 
aware of, been applied. There is great force in 
the argument that in such cases . when 
a loss occurs it would fall on the company only in the 
case of negligence.” The last point was not actually de- 
cided, because its decision was not neeessary for the 
judgment in this case. The opinion of the Court is, 
however, clearly expressed in favour of the view that 
when a passenger takes luggage into a carriage with 
himself the company are only liable for the consequences 
of their own negligence. They are not liable as insurers. 
Whether a railway company are ever liable, as insurers, 
for the loss of a passenger’s luggage, is still left in doubt. 


“CAUSE OF ACTION ’—ComMMON LAW PROCEDURE ACT, 
1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76), ss. 18, 19. 
Denham v. Spence, Ex., 19 W. R. 162. 

In Jackson v. Spittal (18 W. R. 1162), which we 
noticed ante p, 25, the Court of Common Pleas decided 
that “ cause of action ’”’ in section 18 of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, means “ the act on the part of the 
defendant which gives the plaintiff his cause of com- 
plaint,” and therefore that a breach in England of a 
contract made abroad was a “ cause of action ”’ arising in 
England. It will be remembered that a plaintiff may 
sue persons resident abroad if, in the words of the section 
(15 & 16 Vict. c. 76, 8. 18) there is a “cause of action 
which arose within the jurisdiction, er in respect of the 
breach of a contract made within the jurisdiction.” 
There has been a conflict of authority as to the meaning 
of the first half of this sentence. Is a breach in England 
of a foreign contract a “cause of action which arose 
within the jurisdiction?” One view of the section was 
that “cause of action” means “ whole cause of action,” 
and that the breach of a contract was not the whole 
cause of an action. The other view is that adopted in 
Jackson vy. Spittal. In Denham v. Spence a contract 
made abroad was broken in England, and the question of 
law was the same as that in Jackson v. Spittal. The 
majority of the Court decided fn accordance with the 
view taken in Jackson v. Spittal. Kelly, C.B., however, 
was of a contrary opinion. In McMahon v. North 
Western Railway Company (19 W. RB. 212) “cause of 
action ” in section 97 of 19 & 20 Vict. c. 102, respecting 
the civil bill courte in Ireland, was held to mean 
the “entire cause of action,” and the breach of a 
contract was held not to be per se an entire cause 
of action. It is much to be desired that this 
question should be brought before the Exchequer Cham- 
ber, so that all doubt on the point may be removed. 
The question is a most important one, and is becoming 
more #0 every day. 


CONSPIRACY—AGREEMENT TO ComMIT CIVIL WROXG, 
keg. ¥. Warburton, C.C.B., 19 W, RB. 165. 

The word “‘ conspiracy” is one of the most vague and 
uncertain of the many vague and uncertain expressions 
in English law. There is absolutely no definition of the 
meaning of “conspiracy.” We endeavoured not long 
ago (14 &. J. 946), to classify as far a» possible the cases 
in which agreements have been held to be criminal 
OStences a2 wnepiracies, and we then stated the reeult of 
the cases t be that all agreementsa—(1) To commit a 
crime, (2) To charge any person falnely with a crime or 
to wander any one, (4) To do certain specified acts 
agains morality are in themselves erimes, whether the 
object A Che agreemsent ia or is not carried ont, We 
nttheeh, however, especially that this list did not necen- 
satily inclade al) kinds of conspiravies. It was, however, 





the most complete statement that we could give. Reg, 
v. Warburton adds one more to the long list of cases 
that have been decided on this subject; but no general 
principles are laid down, and the subject is left in pre. 
cisely the same state of confusion as before. The prisoner 
in Reg. v. Warburton was a member of a partnership 
which was about to be dissolved. He agreed with per- 
sons, not members of the partnership, that he and they 
should defraud his partners on taking the accounts and 
dividing the property of the firm, by falsifying the 
partnership books and documents. The object of the 
agreement was to keep back some of the partnership 
property on the division at the time of winding up 
the firm, and to divide such property amongst 
the parties to the agreement. The agreement was 
completed before the partnership was dissolved, and 
before the passing of 31 & 32 Vict. c. 116, by which a 
partner stealing partnership property is liable to be 
convicted of larceny. It was contended for the prisoner 
that if the agreement had been carried out he could not 
have been indicted for the acts done under it, as one 
partner could not, before 31 & 32 Vict. c. 116, be con- 
victed for stealing partnership property, and that he 
could not have been sued at law in accordance with the 
usual rule that one partner cannot maintain an action 
against another in respect of the partnership property. 
It was therefore argued that as the agreement was to do 
acts neither criminal ner actionable it was not an indict- 
able offence as a conspiracy, however immoral such an 
agreement might be. There was considerable doubt 
whether the acts contemplated by this agreement could 
have given rise to either an indictment or an action, and 
this point was not decided. It was, however, held that 
even assuming that the agreement was to do acts neither 
criminal nor actionable, yet the agreement was a crime, 
as it was an agreement to commit by fraud a civil wrong 
for which there would have been a remedy by proceedings 
in equity. The legal result of the case is therefore that 
a fraudulent agreement to do an act which if done would 
give a right to proceed in equity against the parties to 
the agreement may be a conspiracy, although such act 
would be neither criminal nor actionable. The decision, 
however, by no means says that all such agreements 
would be crimes, nor does it afford any test to decide 
when such agreements would be crimes. eg. v. War- 
burton is a new instance of the application of the law of 
conspiracy, and nothing more, and it is very much to be 
regretted that the Court did not think it worth while tv 
reserve judgment, so that this subject might have the 
benefit of more judicial consideration than has hithertw 
been accorded to it. 








REVIEWS. 


A Treatise on the Validity of Verbal Agreements, as affected 
by the Legislative Enactments in England and the United 
States, commonly called the Statute of Frauds ; including, 
also, the Effect of Partial and Complete Performance, and 


the Sufficiency of the writing in cases where Verbal 
Agreements are not valid; together with other kindred 
matters, to which are prefixed transcripts of the various 
Statutes on the subject now in forcein both countries. By 
Moxroomery H. Tunroor. In two vols, Vol, i. Albany, 
New York: Parsons, London: Stevens & Haynes. 
Under a singular and somewhat misleading title, this book 
contains, as far as the first volume extends, an exhaustive 
collection of all the English and American cases on the 4th 
and 17th sections of the Statute of Frauds, together with 4 
great amount of argument and discussion with respect to 
particular constructions of those sections, ‘Tho plan of 
the work (the conclusion of which is to occupy another 
volume) is very complete, so far as we can judge from what 
is now before us, At the commencement tho Statute of 
Frauds is printed in full, together with thoso portions of 
Lord L'onterden’s Act, and of the Mercantile Law Amend- 
ment Act, which affect the 4th and 17th sections of the 
Statute of Wrauds, and then follow tho provisions analogous 
to thowe of the 4th wad 17th sections which exist in the 
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thirty-eight States of the American Union. The laws in 
the different States on this point are very similar to the 
Statute of Frauds, and the author has therefore taken all 
through his book the actual words of the English statute 
as the basis of the work. No notice is taken of the word- 
ing of the American statutes, and the work is therefore as 
valuable to an English as to an American practitioner, the 
cases decided in both countries having been carefully col- 
lected. 

When we say that the plan of the work is very complete, 
we speak with reference to the object which the author has 
in mind—viz. (as stated in the preface), to make ‘‘ a colla- 
tion of cases and principles,” and to make very full ex- 
tracts from the decided cases, so as to save the necessity 
of reference to or to supply the want of the reports of 
the cases themselves. This plan has doubtless advantages, 
especially for practitioners who have neither a large private 
library, nor ready access to a public library. It has, how- 
ever, the great disadvantage of increasing the bulk of the 
book enormously, and of rendering the discovery of the 
actual state of the law on any given point proportionately 
difficult. The book has, in short, the advantages and the 
disadvantages of a treatise which tries to unite the conflict- 
ing characteristics of a digest and of a text-book. Its 
merits are essentially those of a digest, and of a complete 
one. Some idea of the diffuseness with which the subject of 
the work is treated may be formed from the fact that this 
volume of nearly 800 pages disposes of only the first 
three of the five clauses of the 4th section of the Sta- 
tute of Frauds, Over 540 pages are devoted to the con- 
sideration of agreements that are or are not within the 
words ‘‘any special promise to answer for the debt, de- 
fault, or miscarriage of another person,’ which form the 
second clause of the 4th section. This volume does not 
touch upon any of those general questions which affect all 
agreements falling within the 4th and 17th sections, such as 
the sufficiency of the writing, the nature of the signature 
required, the description of the parties, the subsequent 
alteration or rescission of the agreement, &c. ‘These points 
will doubtless be noticed in the second volume, which is 
likely to be even more bulky than the first, if the whcle 
subject is to receive the same method of treatment. 

At is impossible with so diffuse a book to give a specimen 
within the limits of a review, of the method in which the 
subjects are dealt with. The length of any extract which 
would give any idea of the book would exceed all reason- 
able bounds. By way of testing this book, however, we 
have examined carefully the portion of it that deals with 
the question decided last year in Mountstephen v. Lakeman 
(18 W. R. 1001), one of the last decisions in England on the 
Statute of Frauds, and in which it was held that a promise 
to answer for the debt, default, or miscarriage of another, 
may be within the second clause of the 4th section, although 
no debt existed at the time of making the promise, nor did 
any debt capable of being legally enforced ever exist 
afterwards. The agreement in this case was held to be invalid 
for want of a writing. All the cases referred to in Mount- 
stephen v. Lakeman and the arguments on this point are 
dealt with by Mr. Throop, but the rule he deduces from the 
authorities is contrary to that decision. He states the rule 
thus, “where there was no antecedent liability of the third 
person, and the promise was founded on a consideration 
moving to him, it is without the statute if the third person 
did not become liable to the promisee together with the 
promisor.” We believe that this is an accurate statement 
of what was generally supposed to be the law before the 
decision of Mountstephen v. Lakeman, This decision was 
-Teported ut about the same time as the book was published, 
which, therefore, does not contain any notice of the case. 
All the law discussed in Mowntstephen v. Lakeman is, how- 
ever, to be found in the book, and the collection of cases and 
ssarmente would have been found very useful by those who 
had to doal with Mountstephen y. Lakeman, if the book had 
deen publishod a little earlier, Wo have noticed this part 
of the subject for thedoubdlo reason of seeing how tho author 
treated it, and also to point out to those who have bought 
the treatise that this rulo must now bo considered as most 
matorially ultored by Mountstephen ve Lakeman, Whether 
this caso will ultimately become settled law, yot remains to 
be seen. , 

An attompt has been mado to throw the essence of this 

ok into the shapo of general rules; but these rules 
“re not se | intolligible until the explanations following 
thom have boon mastered. There seems to be a difficulty 





in stating these rules clearly, which is perhaps inherent in the 
subject itself. The subject of the work is much more closely 
followed than is the casein most American legal works. We 
have no digressions into irrelevant matter. The only digres- 
sion of any sort that we have noticed is at page'252, where we 
are told that a particular case shows ‘“‘ that legal lexicogra- 
phy is sufficiently elastic to include amongst the definitions 
of the word ‘book’ a shingle, a notched stick, a bit of 
paper two inches square, and a closet door.” This adherence 
to a narrow subject will be appreciated by readers who are 
familiar with American text writers. 

We repeat what we have already said, that this book is a 
great collection of all the law and legal argument which 
has agglomerated about two sections of the Statute of Frauds 
during the two centuries of its existence, and those who 
study this work will have no difficulty in believing the say- 
ing that every line of the famous 4th and 17th sections of 
the statute have cost a subsidy in litigation. There isa 
good table of contents and an index that is only moderately 


good. 








COURTS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before Bacoy, V.C.) 
Jan. 12.—Paper used for bills and answers must be uniferm 
in S$tre, 

Whitehorne applied to his Honour under the following 
circumstances :—One of the clerks in the Record and Writ 
Clerks’ Office had refused to file an auswer because, having 
weighed the two sheets upon which it was printed, neither 
weighed that fraction of nineteen pounds (being the weight 
of a full mill-ream as required by the order), and also be- 
cause the size of the sheets was somewhat smaller than those 
ordinarily used. The clerks in the Office had issued a notifi- 
cation to the profession that after January, 1871, no docu- 
ment would be received by them for filing if the paper upon 
which the same was printed or written was deficient in the 
weight specified by the order. But counsel now applied to 
the Court to order the clerk to file the answer, notwith- 
standing its deficiency in size and weight. 2 

Bacon, V.C., did not see why the caprices of solicitors or 
law stationers should defeat the object of the order, which 
was to make all documents uniform in size for binding. 
There could be no difficulty in complying with the order, 
and there was no good reason why it should be departed 
from. ‘The order must, therefore, be complied with; and 
the answer in its present form would not be ftiled.* 

COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Before Cocknurn, C.J., and Brack BURN and Mrtror, JJ.) 
Jan. 11.—Addott and Others vy. Parfitt. 

In this case, reported aate p. 137, Serjeant T. Atkinson, 
sitting in the Mayor’s Court, had directed a non-suit. The 
plaintiffs were the executors of a tradesman who had be- 
queathed his business to them on trust to continue the trade 
until they could dispose of the goodwill. The defendant, 
having subsequently become indebted for goods supplied, 
was sued by the plaintiffs, who were non-suited by the 
judge in the Mayor's Court, on the ground that they could 
not sue in their representative character for a debt incurred 
subsequently to the testator's decease. 

Bennett now obtained a rule visi to enter the veniict for 
the plaintiffs. Bolingbroke v. Kerr (14 W. R. 657); As 
pinall vy. Wake (10 Bing. 56); Cowell v. Watts (6 East, 410) 
and Wms. on Executors, 6th ed., $25, were referred to. 

Mxr.vor, J., cited Chitty on Contracts Sth ed, 253. 





= 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


An Avrorney.—It is quite permissitle for a firm of 
solicitors to notify to their clients any change which may 
take place in the partnership. There may, of course, be 
good or bad taste in the manner of so doing. 


SS 


Tur Lann Transrer Act, 
Six,—-Myr. Richardson, whose letter appeared on the Jist 
uit, appears to me to overstate his case against registration of 
title, Bither he charges too little for his ordinary oonveyanc- 





a 


* See for the notice, ade p. 145, 
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ing business, or too much for the business he mentions in his 
letter. He says that £20 would, if the land were not 
registered, cover the cost of investigating the title and pre- 
paring two conveyances and a mortgage, including the 
stamps. These latter amount apparently to £8 5s., which 
leaves £11 15s. for the solicitor’s remuneration. Suppos- 
- that he attributes £2 2s. to the investigation of the 
title, it would appear that Mr. Richardson’s charges for the 
preparation of the three deeds would be about £3 3s. each. 
Certainly if that is the usual scale of remuneration at 
Bristol for conveyancing business, the good people of that 
city will not seek to place their titles on its register with a 
view to saving costs. But Mr. Richardson omits to explain 
how if he can afford to prepare a deed of, say, thirty folios 
for £3 3s., his charges for preparing one of from one to 
three folios in length amount to £7 7s., or for preparing a 
conveyance of the same length, and a mortgage (which 
ought not ina “simple case” to exceed five folios in length) 
to £9 9s. Again, what need is there to employ a London 
agent especially at such an expense as £11 15s. 8d? 

If a special land certificate had been obtained just before 
completion there would have been no necessity to search 
the register, and the conveyances and mortgage could have 
been transmitted direét to the Office of Land Registry, ac- 
companied with the special land certificate, the requisite 
statutory declaration of execution of the deeds, the applica- 
tions for registration of them, and the applications for the 
land certificates, without going through an agent’s hands. 

I have prepared and registered about a dozen conveyances, 
and nearly as many mortgages, and I have seen the bills of 
costs of other solicitors for similar business, and as far as 
my experience goes the following are roughly the costs of 
2 conveyance in 2 simple case :-— 

Solicitors charges for preparing and registerin 
conveyance (from three to four folios) ... ... £ 
Printer’s charge for six copies... ... ... « 
Fee stamp on application to register (upon £1,000) 
Ditto on application for land certificate ... ... 
Ditto on statutory declaration of execution by 
vendor (the vendor's solicitor ought to supply 
this declaration) ... . 0 2 


Postages, stamps for engrossing land certificate and 
transmitting deed to purchaser’s solicitor .. 0 4 

Tithe office charge for tracing of map for land cer- 
i ae ee a dees a 


0 10 


oy 1° 0 
In addition to this, if the property purchased is a part 
only of that registered by the vendor, there must be added 
about £1 or £1 5s., which the tithe office will require for 
preparing a new deposit map. In such a case the total 
cost (exclusive of ad valorem stamp) would he about £8 or 
£8 8s. If a special land certificate could not be obtained, 
it might be necessary to employ an agent to compare the 
copy of the land certificate furnished by the vendor's solici- 
tors with the books at the Land Registry, but the agent’s 
charge for this, including the fee of 5s. payable at the 

istry, should not in ordinary cases exceed 30s. 

With regard to delay, I find it takes about a month after 
the completion of the purchase to get the land certificate ; 
that is supposing the conveyance and papers are sent up to 
the registry at once. The “deposit map” is usually pro- 
pared in about a fortnight, and the “‘ statement for registra- 
tion” is generally issued about a weck afterwards. 

It must, however, be remembered that the registration 
takes effect from the day the papers reach the Registry, so 
= delay is productive only of inconvenience and vl of 
ris 


Birkenhead, Jan. 7. 





Tue Stamp Act, 1870~—Atteration or Stamp Dizs. 

Sir,—The Stamp Duties Management Act, 1870, section 
24, gives the Commissioners power to discontinue the use 
of any dic, and to provide new dies, after giving notice in 
the Gazette, and every instrument first. executed by any 
person or bearing date after the day appointed for the dis- 
continuance, and stamped with a discontinued die is to be 
deemed not duly stamped. 

- Will you or any of your readers suggest any mode in 
which solicitors can satisfy themselves on having deeds 
engroweA that the parchment is duly stamped, and, on 
comparing abstracts, that the deeds produced are duly 
stam 


A Soviciron, 
Manchester, Jan. 12. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Grecory C. Pavt, barrister-at-law, of Calcutta, has 
been appointed to officiate as a Judge of the High Court of 
Judicature at Fort William, in Bengal, during the absence 
of the Hon. William Markby, who has come to England on 
sick leave. Mr. Paul was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in June, 1855, and has been in practice at Calcutta 
since 1858. He for some time acted as standing counsel to 
the Government of India. 


Mr. Tuomas Sprgecuty, solicitor, of New-inn, Strand, has 
been appointed Deputy-Registrar of the City of London 
Court. Mr. Speechly was certificated in 1858, and is a 
member of the firm of Nethersole & Speechly, Parlia- 
mentary agents. 

Mr. Tuomas Huristone Krrsy, solicitor, of Coventry, 
has been appointed Clerk to the newly-elected Coventry 
School Board. Mr. Kirby was certificated in 1843, and is 
the junior partner in the local firm of Troughton & Kirby, 
He is a member of the Metropolitan and Provincial Law 
Association. 








IRELAND. 


COURT OF COMMISSIONERS OF CHURCH 
TEMPORALITIES. 


(Before Viscount Moncx and the Right Hon. Mr. Justice 
Lawson.) 
In re the Rev, W. Robinson. 
Curate’s salary. 

In this case Judge Lawson had in chamber disallowed the 
sum of £75, claimed by the Rev. W. Robinson, as perpetual 
curate of Whitechurch, county Dublin. Appellant in 1830 
was nominated and appointed to the vicarage of Tallaght, 
the curacy of Whitechurch and rectory of Creagh. By 
the 11 & 12 Geo. 3, c. 16, Whitechurch was made a per- 
petual curacy. It had no endowment, but it was contem- 
plated that the vicarial tithes received therefrom should 
form part of the endowment thereof. On the death of the 
Rev. W. Barton, who had been appointed by appellant as 
curate of Whitechurch, the appellant met Be the Rev. 
W. Wynn as perpetual curate thereof, and bound himself 
to — Wynn £75 a-year. The bishop's licence made 
Mr. Wynn curate thereof for his life. 

Todd, Q.C., for the appellant.—The nomination by appel- 
lant of Mr. Wynn as perpetual curate cannot override the 
appointment of appellant to the same, The £75a-yearisa 
salary and not an endowment. When the nomination was 
being prepared, appellant was forced, contrary to his own 
wishes, to insert the word “ perpetual.” 

Lawson, J.—In a case of this kind, Jn ve Lord Edward 
Chichester, Dean of Raphoe, Atkins’ Reports*, 48, we decided, 
after full argument, that we were bound to deduct the pay- 
ments of the stipend of a perpetual curate who does not 
come within the provisions of the Irish Church Act, 1869 
(32 & 33 Vict. c. 42, 8.14). This section, we held, applied 
only to an ordinary curate. Here the only question is 
whether the Rev. Mr. Wynn is or is not the perpetual 
curate of Whitechurch. In the case I have mentioned we 
decided it was out of the Dean’s power to remove the per- 

tual curate of Convoy, and that we were in consequence 

und to deduct the stipend of the latter. ‘The appellant 
himself, having tho patronage of Whitechurch, has by an 
instrument under his own hand nominated tho Rev. Mr. 
Wynn as the perpetual curate of Whitechurch, and can- 
not dismiss him therefrom, He is also bound to pay him 
£75 a-year for life, which is an actual charge and outgoing 
on his benefice, and not a mere salary payable at the plea- 
sure of the appellant, Consequently wo are bound to 
affirm the order made in chamber ro | hold that the £75 
a-year was rightly deducted. 
In re Archer Samuels, 
Emolumenta of proctor. 

In this case the memorial stated that in 1848 Mr. Samuels 
was admitted a proctor of the Prerogative Court, and all 
other sodleainailail courts in Ireland, and obtained a notary 

mblic’s faculty to enable him to practise in the Oourt of 
acultics, Along with the registrar and tho throo proctors, 


“* Reports of Caves Hoard on Aj ypoal before tho Three Com- 
missioners. By George Atkins, Dublin; Ki. Ponsonby. 1870. 
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he had the exclusive privilege of practising in the Court of } paid by Mr. Leslie on the renewal of his lease, irrespective 


Faculties, and of extracting marriage licences and notary | 


public faculties. The Probate Act admitted solicitors to 
ractise in the Probate Court, and compensated the proctors, 
Pat did not interfere with their exclusive practice in the 
Court of Faculties and Ecclesiastical Courts. Mr. Samuels, 
however, alone of all the pociors, continued to practise 
in these courts, and on the 9th of February, 1864, was ap- 
ointed Proctor of Office to the Provincial Court of Dublin, 
c. He submitted, accordingly, that he was an officer of 
this court. The Ecclesiastical Courts Bill, 1874, without 
compensating him, admitted all solicitors to practise in the 
Ecclesiastical Courts, but did not interfere with the exclu- 
sive right of proctors to practise in the Court of Faculties. 
The 21st section of the Matrimonial Causes and Marriage 
Law (Ireland) Amendment Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 110), 
also admitted all solicitors to practise in the Ecclesiastical 
Courts. Finally, all fees and emoluments derived by Mr. 
Samuels as an officer of the Court of Faculties, as well as 
those arising out of his office as Proctor of Office, were 
abolished by the Irish Church Act (32 & 33 Vict. c. 42). 
‘These several fees, computed on an average of three years, 
were as follows :— 
As Proctor of the Ecclesiastical Courts ... £112 3 8 
As Proctor of Office Lid rae ae ae 
As Officer of the Court of Faculties 10 6-2 


Total £184 411 

For these emoluments Mr. Samuels claimed compensa- 
tion, under the Irish Church Act, 1869, and the statutable 
declaration of the section thereof contained in the Matri- 
monial Causes, &c. (Ireland) Act, 1870, 33 & 34 Vict. ec. 
110, s. 30. This claim was disallowed by Judge Lawson, 
in chamber, and appeal was now taken. 

Dr. Ball, Q.C., and Dr. F. Elrington, Q.C., for the apel- 
lant.—Mr. Samuels must be considered to have been an 
officer of the Court of Faculties, of which Court he acted 
in a measure as an Attorney-General, as shown in the 
General Forms, No. 1, “Statement of accusation by a 
Proctor of Office,” &c. None of the officers named in the 
32 & 33 Vict. c. 42,8. 45, are to be found in the Court of 
Faculties. But where this section is read in conjunction 
with the 33 & 34 Vict. c. 110, s. 30, its powers will be 
found so extended by the latter section, that compensation 
in this instance clearly falls within its provisions. 

Lawson, J.—In this case we are of opinion that, on the 
true construction of the 30th section of the 33 & 34 Vict. 
¢. 110, we cannot hold that Mr. Samuels, who is merely a 
practitioner, is an officer of the Court of Faculties. He is 
only a practitioner, and the case is just the same as if he 
were not the only practitioner, but was only one of many 
others. He is only an officer of the Court in the same way 
asan attorney or solicitor is an officer of the Court. It 
would come to this, that practitioners of all courts would 
come in, and as a necessary result they should be allowed 
the claims furnished by them as practitioners in the 
Diocesan Courts, The 32 & 33 Vict. c. 42, s. 45, and the 
33 & 34 Vict. c. 110, s. 30, must be read together. The 
recital in the latter section shows what was the existing 
doubt which it was intended to remedy :—‘ Whereas it 
was intended by the 45th section of tho Trish Church Act, 
1869, to provide compensation for all loss of emoluments 
connected with ecclesiastical jurisdiction, whether arising 
from suits or from marriage licences, or fees for admission 
of public notaries; and whereas doubts have arisen as to 
whether the officers of the Court of Faculties of the Arch- 
bishop of Armagh are included in the said section.” To 
remove this doubt it is then enacted “that ‘the Commis- 
sioners of Church Temporalities in Ireland’ shall be at 
liberty, if it appear to them just, to make compensation to 
the officers of the said Court of Faculties, out of the same 
funds, and within the samo limit as to amount as are by 
said Act provided in respect of the officers of tho Diocesan 
Courts.” In the present caso we aro of opinion that tho 
claim of Mr. Samuels does not como within this provision, 
and, therefore, we affirm tho previous order allowing the 
appellant his costs, as this case was argued for a precedent 
in others of a similar character. 


In ve John Leslie and the vonewal of leases in the see of 
Kilmore, 
Trish Church Aot, s, 12, 


In the caso of Mr. John Leslio holding under the see of 
Kilmore, Judge Lawson had fixed the amount of fines to be 


of what had been the rate of fines hitherto imposed; and 
; taking into consideration all the circumstances ef the case, 
Mr. lie refused to take out a grant in perpetuity; and as 
the Commissioners had greatly decreased the cost of obtain- 
ing such perpetuity grants, there was added to the cost of 
the fine the interest of the amount which it was estimated 
would be the cost hereafter of such a grant. Mr. Leslie had 
during his tenancy regularly paid the fines every year. 

Ball, Q.C., and Porter for the appellant.—In this case and 
in most of the leases in the see of Kilmore the fine has been 
a fixed fine ef a money value known and paid regularly to 
the bishops during the last nine years. At this rate a tenant 


\ is now entitled to get a perpetual interest once and for ever. 


At this rate he could have got it the day previous to the 
death of the late bishop. The Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
were, under the 23 & 24 Vict. c. 150, empowered to make a 
new valuation, the object of that Act being to coerce the 
tenants to pay their fines regularly. But the Legislature 
has now remitted the tenants to their position under 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 37. In the case of a first renewal, the 160th 
section of that Act decided that the renewal-fine was to be 
ascertained by the average of previous renewal-fines, which 
average was, by the effect of sections 128 to 131 inclusive 
grafted into section 160, shown to be that of the payments 
during the nine years previous. The 161st section did not 
provide for the case of a first renewal but for future renewals 
(Lyne on Ecclesiastical Leases, 16; Rez v. Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners, unreported.) 

Law, Q.C, and M. J. Barry, for the Attorney- 
General.—The Act was not intended to give the tenants 
of the see lands which would exist for some years to 
come the advantages possessed by the tenants of the 
suppressed sees. Prior to this Act the tenants of 
the suppressed sees in 1860 could not raise the question 
contained in Rex v. The Ecclesiastical Commissioners (umre- 
ported) since all the sees had fallen in, and every leasehold 
held under the suppressed sees had been renewed over and 
over again, with all liability to have a revaluation and re- 
adjustment of the fine with reference to the possible 
increased value of the lands. Under the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 
37, s. 161, a legal power existed that if at any time the first 
lease should have increased in value, the fine should be in- 
creased. The tenants having been remitted to their position 
previous to the Act of 1860, the Commissioners have power 
to increase the amount of the fine as they have done. 

Lord Moncx.—This case is an illustration of the advan- 
tage arising from having a question of this kind argued 
before us, and I feel myself bound to acknowledge the 
assistance I have received in its consideration from the 
arguments of the several counsel. The question arises 
under the 3rd sub-section of the 12th section of the Irish 
Church Act, and I think we may discharge from our con- 
sideration all other enactments save those contained inthe 3 & 
4 Will. 4, c. 37, ss. 160,161. We areasked to say that these 
two sections are re-enacted by the former sub-section, while 
it appears to me that would be a forced construction of this 
sub-section, for what that section does is to enact that the 
tenants who hold “ directly under any such archbishop or 
bishop, where leases had been theretofore customarily re- 
newable, shall have similar rights of renewal of their 
said leases, and the said Commissioners shall be under 
similar obligations, and have similar powers and rights in 
relation to such renewals, and the rents and fines thereupon, 
as the tenants of soes suppressed under the 3 & 4 Will. 4, 
co. 37, and as the Ecclesiastical Commissioners in regard 
thereto had and were under respectively immediately before 
the passing of the 23 & 24 Vict. ¢. 150." It seems to me 
that the question is not one of law or construction, but of 
fact—what were the rights of the tenants of the suppressed 
sees at those dates? The rights of the tenants were those 
conferred by the 3 & 4 Will. 4, o, 37, ss. 160, 161, under 
which sections the Ecclesiastical Commissioners had a power 
of inquiring as to the amount of fines. Accordingly, on the 
true construction of this sub-section, I must uphold the 
ruling of Judge Lawson, 

Lawson, J,—I conour in the decision first pronounced. 
It is plain, taking all things into consideration, what was 
the intention of the Legislature. Under the 3 & 4 Will. 4, 
o. 37, special provision was made for the case of a first 
renewal, but when subsequent renewala became necessary 
the late Koolosiastioal Commissioners had power to say the 
amount of the fine ought to be increased, while the tenants 





had equal power to say it ought to be diminished. Here 
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the two things together are combined, and the present Com- 
missioners are empowered to do on any occasion what the 
late Commissioners might have done on all previous occa- 
‘sions. Under the 16lst section the tenants had a right, in 
case they could show that the fine was too large, to have it 
reduced. If Mr. Porter was right in his argument, the 
Legislature might have omitted all the latter part of this 3rd 
sub-section, for if the case were governed by the 160th 
section alone, once the rights of renewal subsisted they 
should be the same on every occasion. ‘‘ Once and for ever 
fix for the future’’ does not mean to fix an absolute re- 
newal fine. It gives us the power to limit a rent which 
is a constant quantity, whereas the fine is a variable one. 
You determine the rent is to be the old rent, but the 
fine is to represent the increase, in the value of the 
lands. If the value of the interest be increased, and any 
difficulty shall arise in determining the amount of the in- 
erease, recourse shall be had to arbitration. I do net think 
we shall deprive the tenants of anything, while were we to 
hold the construction maintained for the appellant, we might 
so injure these tenants. We are given a discretion, to be 
contrelled by arbitration. As to the tenant obtaining a 
perpetuity he has a right thereto, but the Commissioners 
cannot dispense with the necessary formalities of a notifica- 
tion to the Privy Council (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37, s. 135). I 


conveyances, that on payment of the twenty-five years’ pur- 


chase money by the tenant, an order of this Court will suffice | 


to have his lands discharged of the rent for ever. 


In re J. Ranson Carroll, diocesan architect of the sce of 
Kilmore. 

Mr. Carroll was first appointed diovesan architect of the 
see of Kilmore in 1863 upon trial, and in 1868 was, by deed, 
appointed to this office by the bishop. His claim was based 
on the provisions of the Irish Church Act, 1869, section 17. 
Lawson, J., had disallowed the claim. 


or in the nature of a freehold office, and therefore comes 
within the provisions of this section. Traces are found in 
England of a similar office. 


mentioned, those of ‘‘ surveyor, steward, and park-keeper 
are only ministerial.” 
terbury’'s, case (43 Eliz.), where the Archbishop granted the 
office of surveyorship to a Parker” (Ley. 75). It has been 
decided that where an Indian bishopric wascreated, incident 
thereto was the right to appoint to this office. 
dent of surveyorship cannot be so traced in Ireland, but 
under the provisions of the 10 Will. 3, c. 6 (Ir.), and 12 Geo. 
1, c. 10 (Ir.), a professional person capable of judging as to 
matters of building and repairs was habitually employed, 


14 & 15 Vict. c. 73, s. 30, recognises this fact in its men. 


Such an appointment was not given expressly for life or 


during good behaviour, but was always recognised by the | 
succeeding bishop, and the diocesan architect was paid £3 3s. 
a day for his attendance in an inquiry as to dilapidations. 
|Lawsox, J.—The Irish Church Act, s. 16, part 2, shows 
it must have ‘‘been a freehold office connected with any 


cathedral, parish, chapelry, and chapel of ease.”] This is 
P q; J 


connected with every parish in the diocese. 


Lord Moncx.— J do not think there can be any doubt as 
to this case. The Act has been very minute in specifying 
the several offices for which it makes provision, and this 
olfice does not come within the words of the section at all. 


Lawson, J.—If there be such an office it is connected 
with the diocese at large, and not with any particular 
church or chapel. ap ee the claim does not come 
within the provisions of the Irish Church Act, and the order 
must be affirmed. 


Hawivax County Covurt.—Owing to long-continued indis- 
position, Mr. George Dyson, solicitor (certificated 1826), has 
—— his office of one of the two joint registrars of the 
Halifax County Court, by which event Mr. Michael Henry 
Rankin, solicitor (certificated 1831), has become sole — 
The judge (Mr. Stansfeld) ha« delegated to Mr. Rankin all 
the powers of a wunty court judge under the Bankruptcy Act 
1964, except the power to commit a person for contempt of 
court. 





' procured by means of memory alone. 


In 3 Cruise Digest, xxv. 7, ! 
among “the ancient offices incident to bishoprics,” it is | 


“In Parker, the Archbishop of Can- | 


This inci- ! 


| by the copyright law is publication in print. 1 
: um | dently of acopyright law, an assignee of a manuscript 
as clerics would not have possessed the requisite skill. The | would be protected by a court of chancery. 
: ; ; : | Delafield, 12 W. R.101, rests upon the language of the 
tion of the ‘‘ diocesan architect or his sufficient ve fl 
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FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


AMERICA, 
New York Svurerrtor Covrt. 
Literary Property. 

1. Appeal from a judgment dismissing a complaint ask. 
ing an injunction to restrain the printing and publishing 
by the defendant of a drama called “Play,” of which T. 
W. Robertson, a citizen of Great Britain, was the sole 
author and composer. On February 1, 1868, he assigned 
to the plaintiff all his right and title to said drama within 
the United States, and delivered a copy to the plaintiff, 
On February 15, 1868, and for a great number of times 
thereafter, the comedy was publicly performed and re. 
presented at the Prince of Wales Theatre, London, and at 
many other places, with the sanction of the author, and 
tickets were sold to such performances without any 
notice of a restriction upon the use of the drama being 
given in any manner. The defendant received the 
words and situations of the drama from persons who 
had seen or heard its public performances, and has 
since printed and sold copies of it identical with the 
plaintiff's copy. The only “ publicatien ” claimed is the 


| public representations above stated. Held that the pub. 
think, however, that in substitution for the former expensive 


lic representations of the drama were not such as to take 
away the common law rights of the plaintiff; that the 
burden is upon the defendant to show the lawfulness of 


| his possession, and that, having failed to do this, he should 
| be deprived of it. 
| ordered. Palmer v. De Witt. 


Judgment reversed, and new trial 
Opinion by Monell, J. 
2. Revresentation not publication—Public representation 


‘ of a drama is not publication, and does not entitle any 


person, without the author’s consent, to procure it in any 
way for purposes of publication, except, perhaps, when 
The number of the 
public representations is not material. [The learned 


seers Phy tag | judge strongly intimates that, even when procured by 
Pilkington, Q.C.,for the appellant.—This isa freehold office, | 


means of memory, it gives no right to publication, though 
this is not involved in the case.] (Keene v. Clark, 5 Robert. 
son, 38, criticised.) Ib. 

8. Copyright laws.—By the common law, an author has, 
until publication, a property in his literary work in the 
exclusive possession and enjoyment of which he and his 
assigns will be protected. ‘The copyright laws are merely 
ancillary to the common Jaw rights of authors, and con- 


| tinuing them after publication in print, but iu no way im- 


pairing such rights, so long as the literary composition 
remains in manuscript, or is not printed, and, in case of 
dramatic composition, superadding the sole right to repre- 
sent after publication. The only publication contemplated 
Indepen- 


Boucicault v. 


“nglish copyright laws entirely. Ib, 

4, When the common law rights of an author are invaded, 
the sole questions are—first, has there been a publication 
so as to take away or put an end tosuch common law right? 
and, secondly, has such publication been with the consent 


| or authority of the author? No surreptitious publication 


would deprive the author of his right of property. Literary 
property is the right which entitles the author or his 
assigns to all the use and profits of his composition. [b.— 
Albany Law Journal. 





OBITUARY. 
MR. C. WATERFIELD, 

Mr. Charles Waterfield, barrister-at-law, died at South 
Sheen, near St. Leonards-on-Sea, on the 7th January, 12 
the 64th year of his age. He was called to the Bar at Lin- 
coln’s-inn in January 1834, For many years he had been 
connected with the district Courts of Bankruptcy as rey)s- 
trar—first at Leeds, and afterwards at Birmingham. He 
retired from office a few years ago. 


MR, W. S. GIBSON, : 
Mr. William Sidney Gibson, barrister-at-law, late regis- 
trar of the District Court of Renksaetey at Newcastle-on- 
Tyne, died at the Grosvenor Hotel, Loudon, on the 3cd of 
January, Mr. Gibson was engaged on the staff of a Carlisle 
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newspaper previously to his appointment. He retained his 
office for 27 years, and retired on a pension after the passing 
ofthe Bankruptcy Act, 1869. He was called to the Bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1845. Mr. Gibson was a fellow of 
the Royal Society, and the author of several archeological 
and local antiquarian works. His remains were removed 
to Tynemouth for interment in the Old Priory Burial- 
ground, for which a special permission had been obtained 
from the Home Office during the lifetime of the deceased. 


MR. H. LATHAM. 

Mr. Henry Latham, M.A., barrister-at-law, of 15, Upper 
Westbourne-terrace, expired on the 7th of January. He 
was the eldest son of the late Rev. Henry Latham, M.A., 
of Brasenose College, Oxford, who was for some time vicar 
of Selmeston and Alciston, in Sussex. Mr. Henry Latham 
was educated at Brasenose College, Oxford, where he 
graduated B.A. in 1849. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in November, 1854, and was formerly a 
member of the North Wales Circuit. 


MR, T. DAWES. 

Mr. Thomas Dawes, the oldest attorney on the rolls, and 
the senior member of the city firm of Dawes & Sons, of 
Angel-court, Throgmorton-street, died at Tunbridge Wells 
on the 3rd January at the advanced age of 98. Mr. Dawes 
was certificated in Easter ‘erm, 1795, so that he had been in 
practice for nearly 76 years. Although he had for many years 
ceased to take an active part in the business, he regularly 
applied for and obtained his certificate up to the time of his 
death. The surviving members of the firm are his two sons, 
Messrs. Richard and George Dawes, and his grandson, Mr. 
Richard Dawes, jun. The firm of Dawes & Sons have been 
for many years solicitors to the Phoenix Fire and Pelican 
Life Insurance Companies, and also to the Committee of the 
Stock Exchange. 


MR. T. HUTCHINSON. 


Mr. Thomas Hutchinson, formerly a solicitor of Hartlepool, 
in the county of Durham, died at that place on the 4th of 
January, in a state of utter destitution. The following ac- 
count of the deceased, who was in his seventieth year, ap- 
pears in the Sunderland Times :—*‘The career of the unfor- 
tunate deceased was a most singular one. For several years 
he held a first-class position at Sedgfield, county Durham, 
where he kept up a large establishment, inclusive of a 
carriage, livery servants, and hunters, having offices at 
Hartlepool, where he carried on business asa solicitor, having 
gone to reside there about thirty years ago. More than 
twenty years ago he became much involved in circum- 
stances, and very rapidly fell from a position of affluence 
tocomplete penury. He gradually sank lower in the depths 
of poverty, until, in the last few years, he was unable to 
procure even a precarious subsistence. Yet he obstinately 
refused all parish assistance, and at last was added to the 
list of victims to the present severe winter."’ 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the quarterly meeting of this society, held on Tues- 
day, the 10th inst., after the treasurer had disposed of 
certain matters of business, a report was read by the secre- 
tary of the proceedings of the society during the past 
quarter, which showed results eminently satisfactory to the 
members, 

The remainder of the evening was devoted to the discus- 
sion of motions brought forward by Messrs. Cowdell, 
Reynolds, Indermaur, and Nicholls. 








The trial of Mr. Arthur Henry Woodham Lamb, barrister 
at-law, late of No. 25, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, a member of 
the Inner ‘Temple, charged with stealing soveral books from the 
Library of Lincoln’s-inn, took place before the Recorder of 
London, at the Central Criminal Court, on Tuesday and Wed- 
nesday last. Mr. Garth, Q.C., and Mr. A. L. Smith appeared, 
on behalf of the society, for the prosecution ; Mr. Giffard, Q.C., 
and Mr. Besley, for the defence. The jury convicted the pri- 
soner, but strongly recommended him to mercy on the ground 
of his previous good character. Mr, A. L, Smith was sure the 
benchers would join in the recommendation. Tho recorder sen- 
tenced the prisoner (who is 28 yours of age) to nine months im- 
Prisonmoent, with hard labour. 





ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Hilary Term, 1871. 
[The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.) 

Birt, Henry Kennarp, 96, Sloane-street; Sandon; and 
Stoke-upon-Trent 

Brapwey, ALFRED Marruew, Huddersfield; and 26, Budge- 
row, Cannon-street—H. Barker, Huddersfield 

Cartyon, Crement Carpenter, 1, Bedford-row; J. R. 
Paull, Truro 

Puiturrs, Grorce Herpert, Bacup—S. Hall, Bacup 

Last day of Hiiary Term, 1871. 

Bapcer, Arntuur Sypvey---J. Moody, Derby 

Cox, Cuartes Henry—J. L. Grover, King’s-bench-walk 

Dearven, Cuartes Freperickx—J. Taylor, Manchester 

Henson, Freperick Witit1am—H. Cook, Kingston-upon- 
Hull; W. Watson, Hedan-in-Holderness; T. Hudson, 
Kingston-upon-Hull 

Howarp, Greorce Briccs—T. B. Howard, Dudley; J. P. 
Murrough, 11, Great James-street 

JONES, CHARLES—W. P. Yearsley, Welshpool 

Mackrett, Henry Percrvat—W.T. Mackrell, 25, Abing- 
don-street; J.S. Hargrove, 3, Victoria-street; and W. 
B. Tarrant, 2, Bond-court, Walbrook 

Senior, Joze—G. Harrison, Barnsley 

Wa ter, Rozert Pretyman—E. M. Beloe, King’s Lynn ; 
W. G. Coulton, Dudley; and R. Hart, 25, Chancery-lane 

Warner, WituiAmM Henry—J. P. Aston, Manchester 

Warts, ALFRED Aveustus—W. R. Arches, Lowestoft 

Wiutuiams, Davin TuEeopore—E. Scott, Wigan; and E, 
Scott, Wigan : 


Wuuiams, Wettincton—J. F. Young, 6, Frederick’s- 


place, Old Jewry; and R. R. Nelson, 6, Frederick’s- 
place, Old Jewry 
Yrevpine, Cxartes Witiiam Towniey—J. Townley, 2, 
Gresham-buildings 
[For former names, see p. 65, ante.] 


Notices of applications to take out or renew Attorneys’ 
Certificate. 
Baker, Thomas, jun., 30, Queensborough-terrace, Bayswater 

(1st Feb.) . 

Brutton, William Courtenay, 12, Queen-street, Mayfair 

(12th Jan.) 

Case, Charles Alfred, Maidstone (1st Feb.) 

Collins, James Duppa, Wisbech (ist Feb.) 

De Medina, Henry Augustus, Swansea (31st Jan.) 

Farmer, James Bayley, Wolverhampton (lst Feb.) 

Harris, Joseph Knutsford (1st Feb.) 

Henning, Charles Masterman, Sherborne (19th Jan.) 

Hudson, Henry, Woolwich (Ist Feb.) 

Judge, James Robert, 71, Clapham-park-road ; 12, Woburn- 
place ; and 39, Bernard street (1st Feb.) 

Lees, William, Manchester (14th Jan.) 

Lowdell, Henry Douglass, Brighton (Ist Feb.) 

Martin, Robert, Woodford, Wells (lst Feb.) 

May, Augustus Wakeford, Acton; 11, Blomfield-terrace, 

Harrow-road ; and Ealing (1st Feb.) 

Owen, Francis Arthur, 130, Warwick-street, Pimlico; and 

Micheldever (1st Feb.) 

Ray, Walter Bluett Carpenter, Newcastle-under-Lyne (Ist 
eb. 

Redfxd, John, Leek (1st Feb.) 

Rees, Thomas, Tenby; and Narberth (lst Feb.) 

Waldron, Alfred, Romford; and Brentwood (Ist Feb.) 

White, Robert, Northampton (18th Jan.) 

Wilkinson, Alfred Henry, 3, St. Petersburgh-terrace, 

Bayswater (Ist Feb.) 

Wilson, Arthur, Salisbury ; and London (Ist Feb.) 
Woodall, Samuel, Ockbrook; and Derby (15th Jan.) 

Tus Tonzgy Court or Bristot.—We hear that Mr. 
Bere, Q.C., Recorder of Bristol, contemplates bringing the 
Tolzey Court of this city under the operation of the Common 
Law Procedure Act. The alteration would render the Court 
really a valuable local tribunal, and its benefits would equal 
those experienced by the inhabitants of Liverpool from the 
P Court of that place, We hear that, if the alteration 
should be made, the Court will sit for the despatch of business 
every six weeks,— Bristol Gazette. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
CAUSE LIST. 
Hilary Term, 1871. 
Before the Lonp CHANCELLOR and the Lorps JustTICcEs. 
Appeals. 


1866. 
Johnstone v Hamilton (S.— 
May 2) 
1870. 
Grand Junction Canal Co. v. 
Shugar (R.—May 10) 
Imperial Mercantile Credit 
Association (Limited) v 
Coleman (M.—May 17) 
‘Same v Same (M.—May 17) 
Bayspoole v Collins (J.— 
June 1) 
Jegon v Vivian (R.—June 3) 
Davies v Price, Acraman v 
Price (J.—June 8) 
Mack v Postle (S.—June 10) 
Bent v Cullen (J.—June 11) 
Caldwell v Cresswell pthd (M. 
—June 11 
.— v Barker (M.—June 


Boreham v Hall (S.—June 21) 

Laws v Milo (R.—June 22) 

Hatton v Wicks, Wicks v Hat- 
ton (R.—June 22) 

Croek v Hill (S.—July 1) 

In re The Great Wheal Busy 
Mining Co. & Companies 
Act, 1862, appl petn from the 
Vice-Warden of the Stan- 
naries (July 7) 

Watkins v Matthews (M.— 
July 11) 

Warrick v_ Queen’s College, 
Oxford (R.—July 11) 

Marsden v Harrison (J.—July 
ll 


) 
Marsden v Harrison (J.—July 


11) 
Greenhow v Price (R.—July 
Il 


—-* v Gibbon (M.—July 

1 

—= v Roberts (S.—July 
) 

Lambe v Eames (M.—July 


1 
Shackleton v Shackleton (J.— 
July 19) 


er v Jenings (R.—July 

1 

Johnson v Hookham (R.—July 
25 

— v Dent (R.—July 


) 
Blunt v Blunt (R.—July 29) 
Coultwas v Swan (S.—July 


Betts v Willmott (J.—Aug. 
12) 


Pryse v Stanton (J.—Aug. 26) 
Pearson v Dolman (J.—Sept 
8 


Simson v Raven ‘J.—Nov. 4 

Ingle v Goodwin (R.—Nov. 3 

Attorney-General v Great East- 
ern Ry. Co. (R.—Nov. 5) 

Trappes v Meredith (J.—Nov. 
5 


Blease v The Warrington Wire 
Rope Works (Limited) (M. 
—Nov. 5 

Whiting v Burke (M.—Nov. 8) 

Jackson v Crick (J.—Nov. 10) 

Richardson v Younge (M.— 
Nov. 12 

Watson v Brook (M.—Nov. 19) 

Stubbs v Gilbert (R.—Nov. 24) 

Bowen v Cobb (M.—Nov. 28) 

Birch v Wallington (J.—Dec. 


Betts v Thompson (R.—Dec. 
) 


Simpson v Heaton Steel and 
Iron Co. (Limited) M.—Dec. 
7 


Lazenby v White (R.—Dec. 
6 


Hood v North Eastern Ry. Co. 
(M.—Dec. 8) 

Orrell v Orrell, app from Vice- 
Chancellor of County Pala- 
tine of Lancaster (Dec. 10) 

Mills v Haynes (S.—-Dec. 10) 

Coltman v Gregory (S.—Dec. 
17) 


Crook v Corporation of Sea- 
ford (S.—Dec. 17) 
Mackie v Darling (S.—Dec 17) 


Before the MASTER or THE ROLLs. 
Causes, §¢. 


Hayward v Neate dmr 

Atherley v The Isle of Wight 
Ry. Co. & City Bank md 

Lloyd v Thomas m 4d, wit- 
nesses before examiner 

Hamilton v Offley md 

Barrett v Mulberry fc 

Watkins. v Thomas m d, wit- 
nesses before examiner 

Jarvis v Allen, Allen v Jarvis, 
f c & s to vary 

Bristowe v Tweed 
to be fixed 

Bate v Robins f ¢ (Jan. 17) 

Blew v Blew fc 

(Pope v Butler ¢ 

Menzies v Lightfoot m 4, 
witnesses before examiner 

Patch v Rolt fc & sumns. to 


c, wit (day 


vary 

Fadelle v Bernard c, wit (Jan. 
16) 

Hudson v Richards ¢ 

The London Quays & Ware- 
houses Co, (Limited) v Finch 
m d (Jan. 11) 

Longworth v Sct ¢, 
ro confesse against Maria 
T. Longworth 

Clinch v Clinch c 


Mosey v Squire sp c 

Atwell v Atwell md 

Roberts v Blair c 

Stedman v Stedman 
(Jan. 24) 

Attree v Attree fc 

— v Jones &3 other causes, 

c 

Nurse v Green f ¢ 

Green v Nurse f ¢ 

Moore-Stevens v Braginton 
(1867.—-M.—12) ¢ 

Moore-Stevens v Braginton 
(1867.—M.—11) ¢ 

Moore-Stevens v Braginton 
(1867.—M.—13) ¢ 

Moore-Stevens v Braginton 
(1867.—M.—14) ¢ 

Smith v Westbrook md 

Chadwick v Chadwick c 

Bowhay v Miller c 

Thompson v Hudson f ¢ 

Fry v Learoyd md 

Mortimer v Wheatland md 

Hancock v Mealer md 

Bellot v Litler f ¢ 

Haden v Davis md 

Page vSwyer fc. 

The Agra Bank (Limited) v 
Gillespie f ¢ 


c, wit 





Tanner v Masen md 


The Imperial Mercantile Credit 


Association 


(Limited) v 
Whitham c 


Roper-Curzon v Roper-Curzp 
spc 

Radnor v Walton m d (short 

Taylor v Burton m d (short) 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Str JoHN STUART. 
Causes, $c. 


Williams v Haythorne fc 
+ aie v_ Nightingale 


m 

The Merchants’ Co. (Limited) 
v Barber m d 

Best v Donmall md, pt hd 

Murray v Hunter m q 

Bennett v Harfoot md 

Nation v Diamond md 

Brader v Kerby c, Collins v 
Brader im d, rehearing 

Granger v Wimble fc 

Head v Amey md 

Armstrong v Timperon f oc & 
sunis to vary 

Hawkins v Gale fc 

Browne v Lea fc 

King v King f c & sums 

Montague v Robertson md 

The Furness Iron and Steel Co. 
(Limited) v Ross m d 

Thomas v Richardson fc 

Silvester v Gough md 

Speight v Walton md 

Maunsell v Maunsell f c 

Griffin v Morgan fc 

Barlow v Bailey md 

Murphy v Morgan m d 

Williams v Williams fc 

Porter v Porter md 

Fish v Rivers md 

Cobbold v O’Malley md 

Busch v Jarvis, Orrell v Busch 


fc 
Wilson v Wilson c 
Hadfield v Adlington fc 
Williams v Games fc 
Chidgey v Whitby fe 
Ashpitel v Denton f c 
Brutf v Cobbold md 
Blaydes v Blaydes c 
Pole v Begbie fe 
Roake v Wells md 
Lewis v Lewis fc 
Burr v Miller m d 
Brand vChaddock spe 
Worthington v Williamson f c 
Johnson v Johnson f c & 
sums to vary 
Creigh v Fenwick m d 
Savage v Savage fc 
Richardson v Hodgetts m d 
Abbott v Forty md 
Crabb v Miller m d 


Cox v Arney spe 

Lawton v Ford fc 

Parker v Slack m d 

Martin v Casey md 

Walker v Garrard md 

McEwen v The West London 
Wharves and Warehouses 
Co. (Limited) md 

Touche v The Metropolitan 
Railway Warehousing (o, 
(Limited) c 

Turquand v Ingham ¢, pm 
confesso against sole defen- 
dant 

Whitefoord v Osbiston 

Haygarth v Wearing c 

Douglas v Douglas m d 

Phillips v Mullings m d 

Williams v Taylor fc 

In re Dodman’s Estate, Dod- 
man v Dodman fc 

Kitching v The Hafod-y-Llan 
(Snowden) Slate Co. (Li- 
mited) md 

Teague v Teague c 

Fowler v Haines fe 

Archer v Johnston md 

Stain v Dexter md 

Bearpark v Bean c 

Osborn v Osborn m d 

Franklin vy Howes md 

Mainwaring v Taunton m d 

Vaughan v Botcherby md 

Brown v Barrow md 

Hobson v Bass spe 

Marshall v ‘the Tottenham & 
ew Junction Ry. Co, 


m d 


m 

Philipe v Simmons fe & 
suis 

Dear v Abbott, case on appeal 
from the City of London 
Court 

Earl Nelson v Agar md 

Bennett v Watson fc 

Cox v Rose m d (short) 

Heath v Barlow im d 

Sams v Cronin m d (short) 

Barr v Wilson m d 

In re Smith’s Estate, Smith 
v Statham fe 

Cocks v Jones md 

Bland v Gayford md 

Backhouse v Ayrton md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHarp MALINS. 
Causes, §c. 


The Oriental Inland Steam Co. 
(Limited) v The Secretary of 
State in Council, dem of 
The Secretary of State, pt hd 
(Jan. 12) 

Same v Same dem of The 
Scinde Ry. Co. pt hd (Jan. 
12 


Gilbert v Guignon exons for 
insufficiency 

The Imperial Mercantile Credit 
Association (Limited) v 
Chapman demr 

Greenhill v The Isle of Wight 
(Newport Junction) Ry Co. 
demr of Ry. Co. 

Same v Same demr of H, 
Jackson 

Same v Same 
Webster 

Reed v Braithwaite demr 

The Devonshire Silkstone Coal 
Co. (Limited) v Fowler 
exons for insufficiency 

The International Bank (Li- 
mited) v Gladstone m d, 
wit bef exam 

Earl Beauchamp v Winn oc, 
wit (day to be fixed) 


demr of T. 


Levinstein vy Wenham ¢, evid 
viva voce at hearing 
De Witte v Denne ¢, wit (day 
to be fixed) 
Barstow v Baldwin 
(day to be fixed) 
The Potteries, Shrewsbury & 
North Wales Ry. Co. ¥ 
Minor m d 
Francis v Wade m d 
Sollory v Leaver ec 
Stayt v Shepard md 
Sheppard v Walter im d 
Hale v Adams m d 
Thornton v Lascelles m d 
Skinner v The Plunstead 
District Board of Works md 
Hollins v Taylor m d 
Joseph v Hart ¢, wit (day to 
fixed) 
May v May md 
Williams v Hughes m d 
Ashworth v Munn ind 
Shipwright v Clements m d 
Saunders v Saunders m d 
Sherlock v Cole md 
Fletcher v Carr m d 
Turner v Collins c, wit (day 
to be fixed 


c, wit 





a Ne 


wa i) 


— Pe 


hm ee Oo et a a OO et 


_— 


pte 


Jan. 14,1871. THE 


The Imperial Mercantile Credit 
Association (Limited) v Wil- 
son md 

Ryves v Ryves spe 

Sweeny v Kenny md 

The Alliance Bank (Limited) 
v The Xeres Wine Shipping 
Co. (Limited) m d 

Moir v Liebig’s Extract of 
Meat Co. (Limited) md 

Shaw v Cooke c 

Wotherspoon v Currie m d 

Cox v Tidey md 

Chamberlain v Chandler c 

Simon v Owen m d 

Snewing v The Watford Dis- 
trict Lecal Board m d 

The Prudential Assurance Co. 
y Bartlett md 

Macbryde v Eykyn ec, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Poole v Nicholson md 

Domett v Domett md 

Robinson v Jones m d 

Bourdillon v Collins c 

De Montigny v Schmidt ec, 
wit (day to be fixed) 

Machin v Darwin fcandsums 
to vary 

Critchley v Naylor md 

Browning v French f ¢ 

Ward v Ward c 

Lloyd v Pughe fe 

In re E. W. Lloyd’s Estate, 
Evans v Pughe fe 

Swan v Price fe 

Rushworth v Walden f c 

Bethune v Fleming m da 

Carter v Miller c 

Vander Byl v Austin md 

Moore v Moore fc 

Plume v Weston fc 

Castle v Fox fc &8 to vary 

Spurling v Overton m d 

Wainewright v Patten md 

Dence v Dixon c, wit (day to 
be fixed) 

Kidman v Kidman sp ¢ 
Hemming v Maddick m 4d, 
witnesses before examiner 
Addison v The London & South 

Western Bank (Limited) md 

The Oriental Financial Corpo- 
ration (Limited) v Overend, 
Gurney & Co, (Limited) md 

Pemberton v Barnes md 

Harris v The Whitehaven, 
Cleator, and Egremont Ry. 
So. ¢ 

Shelton v Ashby md 

Hudson v Taylor ec 

Gwilt v Kerr f ¢ 

Reberts v Kennedy md 

Hilton v Hilton md 

Turquand v Lister m d, pro 
confesso against defendants 
Hugh Parker & David M. 
Parker 

The London & South Western 
Bank (Limited) v Fairlie, 
Bart. fe 


SOLIv1' 


Gibbins v Bascley fc 
Mitchell v Acton m d 
Wooldridge v Edgell f ¢ 
Sutton v Gingell m d 

Smith v Smith c, 

Hayhow v George fc 
Young v London, Brighton & 
South Coast Ry. Co. md 

Shalless vy Woolmer fc 

Downing v Bond md 

Sparrow v Wilson fc 

Rugg v Read m d 

Lines v Tucker c 

Pegg v Pegg md 

Harding v ‘lhe Metropolitan 
Ry. Co. md 

Nixon v Garstin f ¢ 

Knightley, Bart. vy The Daven- 
try Ry. Co. md 

The London Financial Associa- 
tion (Limited) vy Watson md 

Marling v Tompson m d 

Crossley v Elworthy ._m d 

Bradbury v Cross md 

Hughes v Davies fc 

Hendriks v Curtis fc 

Powell v Riley fc 

Smith v Godber md 

Da Silva v Benoliel md- 

Allan v The United Kingdom 


ted) ¢ 

Rangel v Strachan fc 

Hall v Hall md 

The Landed Estates Co. (Li- 
mited) v Weeding md 

Fox v Fox md 

Cocks v Chandler 
before exmr 

Brutton v the Parish of St. 
George, Hanover-sq m d 

Abbott v the Bakers and Con- 
fectioners’ Tea Association 
(Limited) md 

Ashton v Hattersley md 

The Sheffield Improved In- 


dustrial and Provident So- 


ciety (Limited) v Jarvis ec 
Lamb v Meryweather fc and 
sums to vary 


| 
Earl of Cork v Russell, Bart. 


md 


Chandler v The Bank of Eng- | 
} Cadman v Cadman sp ce 
| Shellam v Lister c 


and c 
Walker v Bedford m d (short) 
Francklin v Bacon ce 


Walker v Slater fc 

Elliot v Knocker md 

Whitby v Farmer f c 

Cullen v Cullen fe 

Homewood v Lamb m d 

Russell v Russell m d (short) 
against all detendants except 
Robert Hurst Thacker 

Rollings y Rollings fe 

Key v Jenkins fc 

Carter v Smith sp c 

Mason v Anthony, Mason v 
Luscombe f c¢ 

Sterdy vy Combs m d 

Britnell vy Walton m d 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Bacon. 
Causes, &e. 


Anderson v Pignet demr, pt hd 
(Jan, 12) 

Rees vy Engelback demr 

Clifton v Pidgeon exons for 
insufficiency 

Pears vy Laing m a 

Stamp v Anderson, Anderson v 
Stamp c, wit (day to bo 
fixed 

Oakey v Sennett m d 

Williams v The  Llanelly 
Railway & Dock Co. md 
(not before Jan. 16) 

Goold v Goold f¢ & petn 

Winter vy Waters, Waters v 
Winter md 

James v Jones 

Dunn v Fowler m 4d, wit- 
nesses before examiner 


Kilbey v Haviland -m d 

Hurry v Hurry fe 

Beet v Beet m d 

Finney v Godfrey 
by jury 

Graham v Cole md 

Roskell y Whitworth md 

Knapp v Knapp md 

Robertshaw v Firth md 

Brunel v Brunel md 

Pearce v Scudds md 

Lycett v The Stafford and Ut- 
toxeter Ry. Co. mal 

Highett v Dampier md 

Ingram v Upperton o, wit 
(day te be fixed) 

Messer v Stacey o 

Greene v The West Cheshire 
Ry. Co. md 


m d, trial 





|} Sinnett v Herbert 
| Maurice vy Pugh fc 

| The London & Paris Hotel Co. 
Electric Telegraph Co. (Limi- | 


m d, wit | 
| Scudder v Hebb 
|; Stacey v Messer c 
| Ford v Foster 


; Upmann v Elkan 


| Illidge v Ashton 


| Iles v Williams 
; Costerton v Worship md 








Bleackley v Hall md 
Dawson v Robinson spc 
Murray vClayton md 
Holdsworth v Bromley c 
Phipps v Berridge md 
Heyman v Dubois md 
Murchison v Batters md 
Smith v Gibson spc 
Hall v Hargreaves c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 
Earle v Appleyard md 
Howard v Howard m d 
Hickman v Bentley md 
Grosvenor v Bentley md 
Kemp v The South Eastern 
Ry. Co. md 
Brandon v Hume md 
Carter v Earl Ducie md 
Palmer v Flower sp ¢ 
Hurst v Johnson md 
Savage v Snell sp c 
Wade-Gery v Handley md 
Charlton v Chariton m d 
Bond v Milbourn md 
Ramsey v Hooper md 
Detries v The Metropolitan Ry. 
Co. md 
fe 


(Limited) v Mainwaring md 
Johnson v The Dudley & West 
Bromwich Banking Co. md 


md 

md 

Pitts v The Kingsbridge High- 
way Board m d 

md 


; Ashby v Bernard ec 
| Chudleigh v Wood 


i Hayward v Penny 


md 

Harrison v Good md 

Hooper v Webb c, wit (day to 
be fixed) 

Phillips v Phillivs fe 


| Quick v The British Mutual 


Investment Co. (Limited) 
m 

Ridler vy Dunn and Others m 
d, pro confesso against defen- 
dant Penniston Dunn, wit 
before exmr. 

Stamer v Wright md 


md 
md 
md 


Davies v Thomas 


Allones v Elkan 


~ Barnaby v Tassell spe, pt hd 


(Jan 11) 
Ashton v Illidge md 
m d 
md 


md 


Heath v Heath 


Valle v Clippindale md 
Hunt v Sidney fc 
Wilson v Tucker md 
Chester v Chester f c 
Chatfield v Chatfield c 


| Ridgeway v The Tottenham 


& Hampstead Junction Ry. 
Co. m d 

Gilbert vy Bowen  ¢, wit (day to 
be fixed) 

Attorney-General v The Bo- 
rough of Birmingham m d 

Moser v Tall m 

Harris v Ekins m d 

Edmunds v. Jones c 

Paul v Children md 

Kaye, Bart. v The London & 
North Western Ry. Co. o 

Overton v Cutbill m d 

Rennie v Morris c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Ralfe v Hawthorne cc, (1869. 
—R.—58) 

Ralfe v Hawthorne o, (1869. 
—R.—61 

Baylis v Tilsley 0, wit 

Palmor v Hoare md 


ORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


Anderson v Anderson md 

Williams v Pearn fe 

Sutton v Sutton md 

Allan vy Gott fe 

Rattey v Cleobury fc 

Collins vy Collins fc 

Thompson v Hewitson fc 

In re Woronzow Greig’s Estate 
Somerville v Greig fc 

The Agra Bank (Limited) v 
Martyn ec 

Sowerby v. Thomlinson md 

Heidsieck v Duckworth md 

Williams v Stanger f c 

Whitney v Smith fe 

Plant v Mahon m @ 

Blaxland vy The Metropolitan 
Ry. Co. md 

Cababe v Cababe 
to be fixed) 

Wood v Hosford fe 

Murphy v Vincent c 

Bigg v The Corporation of Lon- 
don md 

Allen vy Taylor md 

Wilson v The Furness Ry. Co. 
m d (not before Jan 18) 

Knowles v Shiers c 

Workman v Merest md 

Vickers v Butterfield md 

Beattie v Lord Ebury cc, wit 
(day to be fixed) 

Cousens v Rose md 

Bull v Cobbold md 

The Northern Ry. of Buenos 
Ayres Co. (Limited) v El- 
borough md 

Pickett v Packham fc 

Rees v Braidley md 

The London & Colonial Co. 
(Limited) v Elworthy md 

Hargreaves v Hall m d 

The Colonial Bank of Aus- 
tralasia v Birchall md 

Imray v Imeson gp ec 

Kimberley v Dick c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Johnson v Pennack md 

Dixon v Lixon md 

Shellam v Rodrigues m d 

Joyce v Daw md 

Acton v Middleton md 

Hodges v Hodges fc 

Manning v Gill fe 

Mathews v Gover fc 

Wight v Wight fe 

Jarvis v Mitchell fe 

Longworth v Bellamy c 

Maddox v Harding md 

In re Nutt’s Estate, Nutt v 
Logie md 

Ellis v Barker md 

Deeks v Bayley c, wit (day 
to be fixed) 

Brealey v Stuart md 

Cook v Hart fe 

Norton v Salmon e¢ 

Mc Ilwraith v The 
Trunk Connecting Ry. 

Miller v Miller spc 

Warden: v The Mayor, &c., of 
Kingston-upon-Hull md 

Coventry v Lord Chichester 
fo 

Rorke v Shapland. m.d 

Curling v Curling md 

Hoare v Hoare md 

Wray v Wray m d (short) 

Meinertzhagen v Walters md 
(short) 

The Corporation of London ¥ 
Sandon c 

In re Andrew Marcon’s Estate, 
Finch v Marcon fe 

Davies v Thomas md 

Cole v Mann fo 

Burgess vy Burgess md 

Gompertz v Kezsit md 

Povah vy Walker md 

Tomkins v Randell md 

The Ramsden Mill Co. ¥ 
Ramsden fo 


¢c, wit (day 


Dublin. 
md 
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Darby v Williams md (short) Shafto v Butler md 
Beaty v Beaty md 


COURT OF PROBATE, 
AND 
COURT FOR DIVORCE AND MATRIMONIAL CAUSES, 
Sittings in and after Hilary Term, 1871. 
Full Court for Divorce and Matrimonial causes. 
Wednesday, Jan. 18. 
Causes without Juries. 

Wednesday, Jan. 11; Thursday, 12; Friday, 13; Satur- 
day, 14; Thursday, 19; Friday, 20; Saturday, 21; Wednes- 
day, 25; Thursday, 26; Friday. 27; Saturday, 28; Wednes- 
day, Feb. 1: Thursday, 2; Friday, 3; Saturday, 4. 


The causes in the Court of Probate will be taken first. 
Trials by Jury. 

Wednesday, Feb. 8; Thursday, 9; Friday, 10; Saturday, 
11; Wednesday, 15; Thursday, 16; Friday, 17; Saturday, 
18; Wednesday, 22; Thursday, 13; Friday, 24; Saturday, 
25; Wednesday, March 1; Thursday, 2; Friday, 3: Saturday, 
4; Wednesday, 8}; Thursday, 9; Friday, 10; Saturday, 11; 
Wednesday, 15; Thursday, 16; Friday, 17; Saturday, 18; 
Wednesday, 22; Thursday, 23; Friday, 24; Saturday, 25. 

The trials by jury in the Court of Probate will be taken 
first unless otherwise ordered. 

The judge will sit in chambers for summonses at eleven 
o'clock, and in court for motions at twelve o'clock, on 
Tuesday, Jan. 17, and on each succeeding Tuesday, until 
Tuesday, March 21, inclusive. 

All papers for motions must be left with the clerk of 
the papers before two o’clock on the preceding Thursday 
before the motion is to be heard. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


Last Quoration, Jan. 13, 1871. 

From the Official List of the actual business transacted, 
3 per Cent. Consols, 923 | Annuities, April, 85 
Ditto for Account, Feb. ?, 923 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
2 per Cent. Reduced 92% Ex Bills, 21000, — per Ct.19 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 923 Ditto, £500, Do —10 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. 794 | Ditto, £100 & £200,— 10p m 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 44 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 | Ct. (last half-year) 235 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


(ndia Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.'74,209 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 !00 
Ditto for Account | Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 106} 
Ditto 5perCent.July,’89 110} | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — | April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. "58 1013 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 163 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 20 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. 904) Ditto, ditto, under £100», 20 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 


Shrs. Railways. Paid.| Closing prices. 





Stock, Bristol and EXeter wie.,.cceses eves 
Stock Caledonian.......00 +00 s00cceree sees 

stock, Glasgow and South-Western , 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .., 
Stock Do.,Hast Anglian Stock, No.2 
Stock Great Northern 20 100 000000 eevee 
Stock = —Do., A Stock® soe seesee sen senses cssaseseesee! LOU 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock, Great Western—Origingl ......:.cc0-cseseeee 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire 

stock London, Brighton, and South Coast..... 
Stock London,Chatham, and Dover..........c0« 
Stoek Loadon and North-Western 

Stock Lyndon and South-Western ..,.... 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincuin. 
Stock, Metropolit@n,.o.cc.co.corce ve vor crvecesees 
ODER, SUMMED secncrseinrcivesFancbenshé vee ove os 

Stock 49., Birmingham audVverby , 

SHOCK’ North BritiGn .16,.0000-cecceseoseecveee 

Bwck orth Loudon 

Stock North Statfordshir 

Btock South VEVON oo. . 

Swek Soutu-Laswri 2... i 

OOO RIE WG e ciier enornasndoonrenieaitnre 


* A receives no dividend antil 6 per cent, has been paid to B, 


Money Manker any City Intrecpiocnce. 


_ There is till the same disposition on the part of holders and 
investors to tay their hands and await what the times may 











bring forth. Speculative sales, consequent on_the late high 
prices, caused some decline early in the week. Subsequently 9 
recovery took place. Consols are now very notably strong, and 
have advanced to 924 3. Foreign securities buoyant, aad the 
railway market firm. Hitherto, though prices have kept high, 
the amount of sales has been small; this week, however, has 
witnessed an increase of business. 

The Bedford and Northampten Railway Company, under 
agreement with the Midland Railway Company, announce an 
issue of 15,000 deferred shares, in 1,500 certificates of 10 shares 
each, with interest secured by investment in Consols, pending 
the exercise of the option reserved to the Midland Railway 
Company. Price, £82 10s. per certificate, equal to £8 5s. per 
share ; or, less allowances for prepayment, &c., £81 5s. por 
certificate, equal to £8 2s. 61. per share. The Bedford and 
Northampton Railway is a line of twenty miles, completing a 
direct route via the Midland Railway, from this district to 
London. The line is to be worked by the Midland Company at 
50 per cent. of the divisible receipts. 








Mr. Jacob Henry Tillett, solicitor, of Norwich, who was re- 
turned as member for that city several months ago, has been 
unseated $n petition by the decision of Mr. Justice Keating. 

The Earl of Aylesford, who died on the 10th of January, is 
lineally descended from the Hon. Heneage Finch, second son of 
the first Earl of Nottingham, who, having adopted the legal 
profession, attained considerable clebrity at the bar. and was. 
appointed Solicitor-General in January, 1678, from which office 
he was removed by James II. in 1686, and was subsequently 
the principal of those eminent advocates who defended the 
Seven Bishops. He represented the University of Oxford in the 
Convention Parliament, and in all the subsequent Parliaments 
while he continued a commoner; and being chosen on the part 
of the University in 1702 to compliment Queen Anne, on her 
Majesty’s visit, after her accession, to the ancient city of Ox- 
ford, he was elevated to the peerage, by the title of Lord 
Guernsey, in March, 1702—3; and on the accession of George L., 
in October, 1714, he was created Earl of Aylesford, being in 
the same year constituted Chancellor of the Duchy of Lan- 
caster, and sworn of the Privy Council. His Lordship died on 
June 22, 1719. The Christian names of all the subsequent 


' Earls of Aylesford, including the present Lord, have been 


Heneage. 

Incorporated Law Socrety.—The equity lectures and 
ceclasses are unavoidably postponed. This will necessitate new 
arrangements which will be announced by Mr. Elphinstone, the 
onveyancing lecturer, on the 20th inst. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CrosseE—On Jan 10, the wife of Thomas Neufville Crosse, so- 
licitor, of a daughter. 

GovutpsmitrH—On Jan. 10, at Clifton, the wife of S. Salter 
Gouldsmith, solicitor, of a son. 

Larna—On Jan. 8, at Grosvenor-villa, Croxted-road, Dulwich, 
the wife of Malcolm Laing, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, and Plow- 
den-buildings, Temple, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES, 

Lane—Norxris—On Jan. 5, at St. Peter’s Church, Malvern- 
wells, Samuel Alfred! Lane, of 32, Essox-street, Strand, Lon- 
don, solicitor, to Annie, widow of the late C. H. Norris, Esq., 
of Altrincham, Cheshire. 

DEATHS. 

F¥1sHeER—On Jan. 6, Sarah, the witeof Henry Fisher, of New- 
port, Salop, solicitor. 

HoarE—On Jan 8, at 40, Orsett-terrace, Hyde-park, Charles 
Richard Hoare, barrister-at-law. 

Prarce—On Jan, 9, John Pearce, Esq., solicitor, 2, Middle- 
ton-terrace, Southfields, Wandsworth. 

Wartyrrienp—On Jan. 7, at South Sheen, St. Leonard’s-on- 
Sea, Charles Waterfield, barrister-at-law, late of the Midland 
Court of Bankruptcy, aged 64. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


— 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farway, Jan 6, 1871, 
Usuimitep in CHaNncenryY. 
St. George Advance Fund Association No. 8.~ Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 30, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls, 
ve Jan 14, Harper, Broad & Co, Rood-lane, solicitors for the peti- 
tloner. 
Limitep ty Cuancery. 

Nanteos Consols Mining Company (Limited),—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dec 16, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls, 
on Jan 14, Freeborn, Bucklersbury, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Patent Bread Machinery Company (Limited). —Petition for winding 10, 
presented Dec 27, directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls 
on Jan 2}, Harcourt & Macarthur, Moorgate-st, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 
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Sheffield Metal Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 5. directed to be heard before the Master of the Rolls on Jan 14, 
Pulbrook, Threadneedle-st, solicitor for the petitioners, 

ToxspDay, Jan. 10, 1871. 
LIMITED 1N CHANCERY. 

Worthing Mining Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 7, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Bacon on 
Jan 21. Thomas & Holl » Mincing-lane, solicitors for the peti- 
tioners. 





STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
Fripar, Jan. 6, 1871. 

Camborne Vean Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Dec 28, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Prince’s 
Hall, Truro, on Thursday, Feb 2at!. Affidavits intended to be used 
at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, must be filed at the Re- 
gistrar’s office. Truro, on or before Jan 3), and notice thereof must, 
at the same time, be given to the petitioner, his solicitor, or his agents. 
Hodge & Co, Truro; agents for Downing, Redruth, petitioner’s soli- 
citor. 

Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Faipay, Jan. 6, 1871. 
Ewell Provident Friendly Society, West-st, Ewell, Surrey. Jan 4, 
Tuespay, Jan. 10, 1871. 
Manaccan Friendly Society, Old Inn, Manaccan, Cornwall. 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
I'ripay, Jan. 6, 1871. 

Jones, Robert Chas, White Honse, Fishery, Hackney. Feb 2. Servey 

e Legg, V.C. Stuart. Scott, Basinghall-st. 
Tuespay, Jan. 10, 1871. 

Brown, Wm, Preston, Lancaster, Gent. Jan 28. Cowell rv 
District Registrar, Preston. ° 

Peacock, Chas, Haughton, Salop, Farmer. Jan 21. Owen v Peacock, 
V.C. Malins. Davies, Oswestry. 

Creditors under 22 & 238 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faripay, Jan. 6, 1871. 

Barnett, Joseph, Portsmouth, Hants, Tobacconist. March 1. Cousins. 

Bunier, Rev John, Upper Tulse-hill, Norwood, Inéependent Minister. 
April 1. Winter & Co, Bedford-row. 

Geary, Joseph Wm, Chesham, Buckingham, Gent. 
& How, Chesham. 

Haines, Maria, Gt Blunts, Buttsbury, Essex. Feb 6. Woodard, Bill- 

ericay. 

Hayes, Edwin, Wolverhampton, Stafford. Feb 22. Riley, Wolver- 
hampton. 

Hayes, Sarah, Wolverhampton, Stafford. Feb 22, 
nn. 


Jan 6. 


Brown, 


March 25. Francis 


Riley, Wolverhamp- 


ull. 
Hutles, Edwd Edwd, Croham, Croydon, Surrey, Esq. Jan 21, 
Martin’s-lane, Cannon-st, 
Kirshaw, Chas, Brunswick-crescent, Camberwell, Gent. 
& Smith, Watling-st. 
Vitts, Joseph, Stannivgley, York, Ironfounder. Feb 20. 


Hogan, 
Feb 1. Miller 
Simpson, 
Pott, Fiat Macclesfield, Chester, Grocer. March 1. Hand, Maccles- 
ons, Michael, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Shipbuilder, 


Mew, Newport. 
Robinson, Ann, Merton-rd, Wimbledon. Parker & Clarke, 
March 1. 


March 1. 


March 24. 
St Michael’s-alley, Cernhill. 

Rolis, John Etherington Welch, Hendre, Monmouth, £sq. 
Markby & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Sanger, Charlotte Agnes Ann Flexman, Exeter. Feb 9. Mountford & 
Co, Exeter. 

Taylor, Edward, St Thomas, Jamaica. 

rand. 

Vaughan. Wm, Brineton, Stafford, Gert. Feb 4. Liddle, Newport. 

Walkor, Thos, Matlock Bath, Derby, Museum Proprietor. Feb 1, 
Harward, Wirkseorth. 

Wilson, Thos Fras, Althorne, nr Maldon, Essex, Esq. March 1, Fresh- 
fields, Bank-bldgs. 

Woods, Thos, Pembuary-rd, Lower C'apton, Esq. 
& Co, Be ford-row, 

Yarde, Thos, Chudleigh, Devon, Esq. Feb 8. 
Exeter, 


Jaly }. Clayton, Lancaster-p!, 


March 1. Coverdale 


Mountford & Co, 


Turspay, Jan, 10, 1871, 
Bayliss, Richard, Fullbrook, Oxford, Baker. 
Burford. 
Beddard, Wm, Dudley, Worcester, Gent. March 1. Sanders & Smith, 


Dudley. 
Bradley, Ellen, Oxton Hall, Woodchurch, Chester. Cooke & 
Heaven & Bow- 


Sons, Bristol. 
Wilkins, King’s- 


Feb 15. Price & Son» 


Feb 25, 


hridges, Jas Oxley, Bristol, Accountant. March lt. 
man, Bristol. 

Custard, Sarah, Charles-st, Portman-sq. Feb 15. 

arms-yard, 

Pillioon, Richard, Derby, Elastic Web Manufacturer. Feb. George 
SWICK, 

Earle, Chas Foster, Kingston-upon-Hull, Engineer. March 31, Holden 

_& Sons, Hull. 

wards, Thos, Mur Mathew, Llanbeblig, Carnarvon. Feb M4. Jones, 
Carnarvon, 

Nester, John Heathcote, Leck, Stafford, Gont, March 35, Wm Allen, 


dubbor, Hy, Long's Hotel, New Bond-st, Esq. Feb 21. Gwilt, Craven. 

st, Strand. 

Long, Hy Chas Dudley, Hampton Lodge, nr Farnham, Surrey, Esq. 
Feb 21, Nicholl & Co, Howard-st, Strand. 





| Wiggins, Walter, Nag’s Head-ct, Licensed Victualler. 


| Suffield, Wm, York, Coa! Dealer. 





Long, Hy Lawes, Hampton Lodge, nr Farnham, Surrey, Esq. Feb 21. 
Nicholl & Co, Howard-st, Strand. 

Mardon, Thos Tod, Wimpole-st, Esq. April 6. Matthews, Princes-st, 
Westminster. 

Page, Mary, Ware, Hertford, Barge Carrier. Feb 4. 
Hertford. 

Schwartz. Rev August Ferdinand Carl, Strathmore-gardens, Kensington,. 
D.D. Jan3l. Townley & Garé, Gresham-bldgs. Basinghail-st. 

Taylor, Chas Geo, Frensham-hi'l, nr Farnham, Surrey, Esq. Feb 18. 
Hill & Co, Brighton. 

Wainwright, Wm, Lpool, Wine Dealer. 


Spence & Hawks 


Feb 20. Cotton, Lpool. 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Jan. 6, 187!. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 

Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Jeffries, Geo Fish, Praed-st, Paddington, Grocer. 

Jan 24 at 11.30. 
Spooner, Mary Ann, Mile End-rd, Widow. 

25 at 1.30. 


Pet Jan 5. Pepys. 


Pet Jan2. Hazlitt. Jan 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Clarkson, Wm, jun, Pudsey, York, Stone Merchant. Pet Dec 31. Daniel. 
Bradford, Jan 13 at 9. 

Crocker, Hy, Torquay, Devon, no business. 
Jan 17 at 11. 

Curtiss, Thos Oliver, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Leatherseller. 
31. Gale. Cheltenham, Jan 17 at Ll. 

Gatehouse, Chas, Birkenhead, Chester, Brewer. 
Birkenhead, Jan J8 at 10. 

Joss. Jas Barron, South Shields, Durham, Ship Chardler. 
Mortimer. Newcastle, Jan 17 at Ll. 

Mote, John, Ely, Miller. Pet Dec 31. 
at 12. 

Moulton, Harry Jas, Birm, Picture Frame Manufacturer. 
‘hauntler. Birm, Jan 25 at 12. 

Smith, Wm, Clayton-le-Moors, Lancaster, Grocer. 
Blackburn, Jan 18 at Il. 


Pet Jan 2. Daw. Exeter, 
Pet Dec 
Pet Jan 3. Wason. 
Pet Jan 4. 
Eaden. Cambridge, Jan 2L 
Pet Jan3 


Pet Jan 2. Bolton. 


TvEspDaY, Jan. 10, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
the Registrar. 


Credit .rs must forward their proofs of debts to 
To Surrender in London. 

Bulmer, Geo Edwds, Accrn Wharf, Rotherhithe, Clerk. 
Pepys. Jan 25 atl. 

Combes, Abraham, Tyndale-pl, Upper-st, Islington, Builder. Pet Jan 6. 
Hazlitt. Jan 24 at 12. 

Henderson, Thos, Paternoster-row, Silk Manufacturer. Pet Dec 13. 
Murray. Jan 20 at ll. 


Pet Jan 3. 


Pet Jan 9. 
Feb | at Ll. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Hazilits. 


t | — > . - os. 
Holmes, Thos, Kingston-upon Hull, Tanner, March 1. Holden & Sons, , Bee - Same Hy, Lpool, Merchant. PetJan6. Watson. Lpool, Jan 24 


at 2. 
Dawson, Roger, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Solicitor. 
Cheltenham, Jan 24 at 1!. 


Pet Jan 6. Gale. 


Pet Jan 7. Perkins. York, Jan 13 


at Jl. 


| Sykes, Thos Taylor, Slaithwaite, York, Woollen Manufacturer. Pet Jan 


Hudderstield, Jan 25 at 11. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
FruipaYy, Jan. 6, 1871, 

lackpevo!, Lancaster, Hotel Keeper. 


o. Jones, jun. 


Barwis, Chas, Jan 3. 


Turspar, Jan, 10, 1871. 
Le Patourel, W., Waterloo, Lancaster. Jan 6. 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpay, Jan. 6, 1871, 

Abbs, Francis, jun, Tasburgh, Norfolk, Carpenter. 
oftice of Stanley, Bank-plain, Norwich. 

Armstrong, John, & John Chas Armstrong, South Shiefils, Durham, 
Manufacturers. Jan 24 at 11, at offices of Hodge & Harie, Welling- 
ton-p], Pilgrim-st, Newcastle upon-Tyne. 

Atkins, Wm Hy, Birm, Jeweller. Jan 30 at 11, at office of Walter, 
Weaman-row, St Mary-sq, Birm. 

Benns, John, Acie, Norfolk, Wherryman. 
Sadd, Caurch-st, Norwich. 

Biven, Wm Jas, Tamworth, Warwick, Leather Dealer, 
office of Grove, Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 

Bray, Geo, Paulton, Somerset, Confectioner. Jan 19 at 1, at office of 
Pearson, City-chambers, Nicholas-st, Bristol. 

Burt, Arthur, Aston, nr Birm, Spoon Manufacturer. Jan 16 at 3, at 
oftice of Ansell, Temple-st, Birm. 

Carruthers, Robt, Lpooil, Draper. 
Clayton-sq, Lpool. 

Cook, Rodt Thos, Norwich, Stationer. 
Church-st, Norwich, 

Cohen, Moss, High-st, Camden-town, Clothier. 


Beard, Basinghall-st. ; 
Craig, Jas, Rhyl, Flint, Bootmaker, Jan 17 at 12, at office of Williams, 
Jan 30 at 2, at ofices of 


Water-st, Rhyl. 

Dagley, Oswald, East-rd, Hoxton, Oilman. 
Harcourt & Macarthur, Moorgate-st. 

Dear, Fredk Chas, Hertford, Draper. Jan 19 at 12, at the Chamber of 
Commerce, Cheapside. Parker & Co, St Pant’s-charchyard. 

Dowe!l, Jas, Rhyl, Print, Tronmonger, Jan 17 at 3,at the Dadley Arms 
Hotel, Rhyl. Williams, Market-st, Rhy!. 

Firkin, Hy, Smethwick, Stafford, Commercial Clerk. 
ottice of Burton, Union-passage, Birnm. 

Foster, Fredk, Winchester, Hants, Painter, Jan 19 at 2, at the Royal 
Hotel, Winchester. Godwin, Thomas-st, Winchester. 


Jan 21 at ll,at 


Jan 20 at 12, at offices of 
Jan 18 at 12, at 


Jan 19 at 12, at office of Barker, 
Jan 19 at 12, at office of Sadd, 
Jan 21 at 12, at office of 


Jan (8 at 2, at 








Freemantle, John, Horsebridge-mi!!, Kingsomborne, Hants, Miller. Jan 
19 at 1, at the Grosvenor Arms Hotel, Stockbridge. Killby, South- 
ampton. 

Gill, John, Huddersfield, York, Innkeeper. Jan 19 at 11, at the County 
Court, Huddersfield. 

Hodson, John, Blackburn, Lancaster, Joiner. Jan 17 at 3, at office of 
Turner, King-st, Blackburn. Ba-skhouse, Blackburn. 

Hughes, Saml, Crewe Town, Chester, Bootmaker, Jan 20 at 3, at Tem- 
ple-chambers, Oak-st, Crewe Town. Cooke. 

Hume, Hamilton, Trinity-terrace, Bessborough-gardens, Pimlico, Author. 
Jan %at 1, at office of Rose, Salisbury-st, Strand. 

Japha, Wm John, Everton, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Jan 19 at 12, at 
the Law Association Rooms, Cook-st, Lpool. Atkinson & Co, Liver- 

00]. 

oe Jas, Jas Bates, & J*seph Barfoot, Leicester, Shoe Mannfac- 
turers. Jan 18 at 11, at office of Harvey, Pucklington’s-walk, Lei- 
cester. . 

Lewis, Thos, Birm, Tailor, Jan 27 at 3, et office of Rowlands, Ann-st, 
Birm. 

Lyce.t, Wm, Wharton, Chester, Salt Manufacturer. Jan 19 at 11, at 
the Koyal Hotel, Crewe. Green, Northwich, 

McKinne!l, John, Penzance, Cornwall. Travelling Draper. Jan 19 at 11, 
at office of Trythall, Clarence-st, Penzance. 

Moss, Joel, Northampton, Clothier. Jan 23 at 12, at the Swan Inn, 
Derngate, Nortrampton. 

Nicholl, Alex, Little Hebble Mill, Halifax, York, Worsted Spinner. Jan 
18 at 8, at offices of Wavell & Co, George-st, Halifax. 

Petrie, Jolin Cifford, Lower Edmonton, Commission Merchant. Feb 2 
at 1.30, at office of Crump, Philpot-lane. 

Pilkington, Thos Peacock, Sheffield, Joiners’ Tool Manufacturer. Jan 
16 at 11, at the Assembly-bidgs, Norfolk-st, Sheffield. Fretson, Shef- 
field. . 

Pinmb, Tyrus, Moctimer-st, Tailor. Jan 19 at 12, at office of Judge, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Potter, Jolin, Kate’s-hill, Dudley, Worcester, Engineer. Jan 23 at 11, 
at office of Forrest, Church-st, Oldbury, 

Ranford, John Lees, Lewisham, Kent, Fly Proprietor. Jan 19 at 2, at 
office of Fook, Queen Elizabeth-row, Greenwich. 

Sanger, Chas, Southampton, Coal Merchant. Feb 1 at 12, at office of 
Deacon & Pearce, Castle-lane, Southampton. 

Sherman, Robt, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Draper. Jan 17 at 1.30, at 
offices of Harris & Taylor, High-st, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Singer, Cnas Albert, Henley-on-Thames, Oxford, Grocer. Jan 20 at 3, 
at officesef Bath & Co, King William-st. 

Smith, Thos, Aston-pk, Birm, Grocer. Jan 16 at 11, atofficesof Taylor, 
Waterloo-st, Birm. 

Spikins, Geo, Kingston-upon-Hull, Cabinet Maker. Jan 19 at 1', at 
offices of Lee & Thorney, Parliament-st, Kingston-upon-Hall. 


Strange, Robt, Union st, Southwark, Provision Dealer. Jan 24 at 3, at j 


offices of Wickens, Palmerston-bldgs, Old Broadest. 
Tait, John, Tunstall, Stafford, Grocer. Jan 18 at 1, at the Copeland 
§ Arms, Stoke-upon-Trent, 
Tipper, Reuben Matthew, Hanlev, Stafford, Grease Merchant, Jan 16 
at 11, at the King’s Head Inn, Worcester-st, Birm. Tennant, Hanley. 
Tobutt. Jolin, Clarendon-rd, Notting-hill, Hay Dealer. Jan 20 at 2, at 
13, Holles-st, Cavendish-sq. Underweod & Coleman, 
Wakefield, Thos, Amington, nr Tamworth, Warwick, Licensed Victu- 
aller, Jan 26 at 3, at office of Parry, Bennett’s-hill, Birm. 
Winnington, Thos, Crewe Town, Chester, Draper, Jan 20 at 11, at 
offices of Cooke, Temple-chambers, Oak-st, Crewe Town. 


Tuespar, Jan. 10, 1871. 
Armell, John. Lpool, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 31 at 3, at offices of Har- 
mood, Ban & Son, North Jolin-st, Lpocl. Samuel, Lpool. 
Barrett, Edmund Chas, Roupell-st, Cross-st, Blackfriars-rd, Machine 
Printer. Jan !9 at II, at office of Crump, Chancery-lane. 
Baxter, Abraham, Oldham, Lancaster, Tobacconist. Jan 26 at 3.30, at 
the Angel Hotel, High-st, Oldham. Redfern & Son, Oldham, 
Beach, Win Hewer, Gloucester, Shipowner. Jan 23 at 12, at office of 
Cooke. Vittest, Gloucester. 
Besly, Jolin, Devonport, Devon, Secretary. Jan 20 at 12, at offices of 
Sole & Gill, St Aubyn-st, Devonport. 
Biddel}, Anu, and Walter Biddell, High-st, Croydon, Cooks, Jan 20 at 
2, at offices of Salaman, St Swithin’s-lane, 
Biddell, Walter, High-st, Croydon, Cook, Jan 21 at 12.30, at the 
Green Dragon, High-st, Croydon. Salaman, St Swithin’s-lane. 
Blick, Geo, Bowling-green-lane, Clerkenwell, Baker. Jan 25 at 12, at 
office of Mackay, Worship-st, Finsbury. 
Branch, Fredk Medmeo, Birkby, nr Huddersfield, York, Bookkeeper. 
Jan 23 at 11, at offices of Sykes, Market-walk, Huddersfield, 
Brennand, Jolin, Burnley, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. Jan 20 at 
3, at offices of Rowley, Page, & liowley, Clarence-bldgs, Booth-street, 
Manch. 
Brown, Joseph, Carlisle, Miller. Jan 24 at 2, at office of Mounsey, 
: Cartie-st, Cariisie. 
Curtis, Hy, Chewton Mendip, Somerset, Wine Merchant. Jan 23 at 12, 
_ at office of Miller, Nicholas-st, Bristol. 
Cattell, Wm, Buxworth, Northampton, Farmer. Feb | at 12, at the 
Swan Inn, Northampton. 
Coope, Kobt, Aldershot, Southampton, Dyer. Jan 24 at 3, at office of 
Bayley, Station-rd, Victoria-rd, Aldershot. 
Daiby, Josesli, Bradiord, York, Fruit Deaier. Jan 23 at 10, at office of 
Atkinson, Drewton-st. Rhodes. 
Davies, David, Tretorest, Glamorgan, Shoemaker. Jan 23 at 2, at office 
of Thormes, Mili-st, Pontypridd, 
Dyke, Win, Cardiff. Draper. Jan 23 at 3, at offices of Barnard & Co, 
Crocklie: btown, Cardiff. Williams, Cardiff. 
Flemming, Thos Uy, Freshford, nr Bath, Somerset, M.D. Jan 16 at 11, 
_ at offices of Pocock & Son, Union-st, Bath. Wilton. 
Galletiy, Geo, & Hy Campbell, Lpool, Brewers. Jan 24 at 3, at office 
A Nordon. Cook-st, Lpool. 
Grant, Thos Linley, jun, Bath, lat Lieutenant Royal Marines. Jan 20 
at '), at office of Bartrum, Northumberland-bidgs, Bath. 
Haines, Wm Jabn, Bristol, Tin-plate Worker. Jan 21 at 12, at office of 
Parsons, Athenseum-chambers, Nicholas st, Bristol. 





Hall, Win, South Shields, Durham, Bootmaker. Feb 3 at 2, at office of 
Duncan, King-at, Sonth Shields, 

Hamel, Leopold, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Jan 20 at 2, at offices 
of Wells & Hind, Pletcher-gate, Nottingham, 
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Hancock, John, Leeds, Chemist, 
Parade, Leeds. 

Harrison, John, Manch.Comm Agent. Jan 26 at 3, at offices of Storer 
& Co, Fountain st, Manch. 

Henderson, Alex, Middlesbrough, York, Surgeon, Jan 23 at 11, at the 
Station Hotel, Middlesbrough. Bainbridge. 

Hodgin, Tinos, Manch, Worsted Yarn Agont. Jan 24 at 11, at officesof 
Payne & Galloway, Brazennose-st, Manch. 

Hollingsworth, Richd, Birm, Grocer. Jan 23 at 12, at the Acorn Hotei, 
Temple-st, Birm. 

Hollyoak, John, Wm Hollyoak, and Joseph Hollyoak, Westbromwich, 
Brickmakers, Jan 20 at 11, at otfices of Taylor, Waterloo-street,. 
Birmingham. 

Hughes, Annie, Guildford, Surrey, Newspaper Proprietress. Jan 27 at, 
1, at office of Stevens, Portsmouth-ved, Guildford. 

Ingoldby, Harry, Nottingham, Tobacco Dealer. Jan 23 at 12, at office 
of Belk, High-pavement, Nottingham. 

Jackson, Wm, South-st, Walworth, Grocer. Jan 25 at 2, at offices of 
Keene & Marsland, Lower Thames-st. 

Kiellor, John, Chiswick, Baker. Jan 23 at 12, at 58, Mark-lane. Ford & 
Lloyd, Bloomsbury-sq. , 

Keilor, Robt Wm, Walworth-rd, Linendraper. Jan 27 at 2, at Painters’ 
Hall, Little Trivity-lane. Pritchard & Englefield. 

Lesser, Nathan, Dudley, Worcester, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 25 at 2, at 
the Gt Western Hotel, Monmouth-st, Birm., Parry, Birm. 

Lloyd, Thos Hy, Manch, Tailor, Jan 23 at 3, at offices of Hodgson, 
Cross-st, Manch. ‘ 

Lockyer, Fredk, Manch, Cotton Manufacturer. Jan25 at 3, at otlices of 
Sale & Co, Bootle-st, Manch. 

Lukey, Marian Adeline, Victoria Park Station Refreshment Bar, Jan 
17 at 2, at 11, Coleman-st. 

Menstorth, Edward, Bradford, York, Decorative Painter. Jan 18 atl, 
at offices of la: le, Dewhirst-bldgs, Bradford. 

Moffat, Bowland, Kenningion-pk-rd, Colonel. Jan 21 at 12, at offices of 
Mackreth, Cornhill. 

Napier, Wm Robert, Salford, Lancaster, Bakér. Jan 20 at 3, at offices 
of Needham, York-st, Manch. 

Norris, Jas, New Bushey, Hertford, out of business. Jan 20 at Ll, at 
offices of Howell, Cheapside. 

Oakes, Thos Cooksey, Gateshead, Durham, Brewer. Jan 21 atl, at 
oftizes of Keenlyside & Forster, Grainger-st West. 

Ogden, Geo Hy, Bangor, Carnarvon, Toy Dealer. Jan 20 at 2, at the 
Railway Hotel, Bangor. Jones, Menai-bridge. 

Osmond, Hy Thos, Aldershot, Southampton, Cook. Jan 23 at 3, at offices 
ot Bayley, Station-rd, Aldershot. 

Palmer, Joseph Thos, Reading, Berks, Butcher. Jan 23 at 12, at offices 
of Clarke & Weedon, Friar-st, Reading. 

Plumb, Tyrus, Mortimer st, Tailor. Janu 19 at 12, at offices of Judge,. 
Lincoln’s -inn-fields. 

Porter, Edwin, Merridge, Somerset, out of business, Jan 26 at 2, at 
offices of Wotton & Co, Bristol. Reed & Cook, Bridgwater. 

Pounder, Samuel, Ilkeston, Derby, Licensed Victualler. Jan 30 at 12, 
at offices of Keely, Old Market-st, Nottingham. 

Prodger, Edward, Eastbourne, Sussex, Builder. Jan 27 at 2, at the 
Anchor Hotel, Eastbourne. Brown, 

Pullinger, Jas, Crystal Palace-rd, East Dulwich, Publican. Jan 23 at 
12, at offices of Mackreth, Cornhill, 

Richardson, Fredk, and Samuel Oliver Richardson, Moorgate-st, Hard~- 
ware Merchants. Jan 27 at 2, at the Guildhall Coffee-house. Easton, 
Clifford’s-inn. 

Roberts, Wm, Kiiderminster, Worcester, Coach Builder. Jan 21 at 12,. 
at offices of Prior, Church-st, Kidderminster. 

Sampson, David Ebenezer, Vauxhall-walk, Lambeth, Wool-rug Manu- 
facturer. Jan 24 at i}, at cflices of Buckler, Old Jewry. 

Steel, John, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Oil Merchant, Jan 23 at 
12, at offices of Steel, Lambton-st, Sunderland. 

Sutcliffe, Joseph, Sowerby Bridge, York, Joiner, Jan 25 at_2, at offices 
of Sutcliffe, Townhall, Sowerby-bridge. 

Taylor, Lydia Sophia, und Hannah Taylor, Wolverhampton, Stafford, 
Milliners. Jan 23 at Ll, at offices of Cresswell, Bilston-st, Wolver- 
hampton. 

Thompson, Geo, Balsall-heath, Worcester, Bullder. Jan 28 at 11, at 
offices of Stubbs & Fowke, Waterloo-st, Birm. 

Tregillus, Chae, Horrabridge, Devon, Miller. Jan 24 at 1, at the Globe 
Hotel, Bedford-st, Plymouth. ; 
Turner, Thos, Leeds, Butcher. Jan 20 at 3, at offices of Simpson, Albion- 

st, Leeds. 

Vickers, Clarence Edward, Guildford, Surrey, Manager. Jan 20 at 2, at 
the White Lion Hotel, Guildford. Lovett, Guildford. 

Walters, Daniel, Loughor, Glamorgan, Tailor. Jan 27 at 12, at offices 
of Barnard & Co, Temple-st, Swansea. Snead, Lianelly. 

Ward, kobert Walter, Leicester, Printer. Jan 23 at 1, at offices of 
Owston, Friar-lane, Leicester. Pr. 
Wolstencroft, Joseph, Spring Brook, Chudderton, L , Bl ° 
Jan 20 at 3, atthe Angel Hotel, Market-st, Manch. Roscoe, Ashtoa- 

under-Lyne. 

Wood, Hy, Warrington, Lancaster, Printer. Jan 20 at 11, at offices of 
Sutton, Horsemarket-st, Warrington. Davies & Brook. 

Wood, Thos Hy, High-st, Croydon, no occupation, Jan 19 at 2, at 
offices of Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Woodbridge, Fredk, Graham-rd, Dalston, out of business. Jan 25 at 2, 
at offices of Perry, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st, 

Wright, Richard By, Gt Barford, Bedford, Draper. Jan 24 at 2, at 
offices of Stimson, Mill-st, Bedford, 
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